Many years ago, a drove of wild hogs lived in a big bend of the Ocmulgee River in 
Georgia. They had survived floods and fires and freezes and hunters and droughts. Hunters 
bragged when their dogs fought the hogs and returned alive. Finally one gallant man came by the 
country store on the river road and asked how he could find the wild hogs... 

Several months later the hog-hunting stranger came back to the same store and asked for 
help to bring out the hogs, which he said he had in a pen out in the swamp. And people came 
from miles around to see the captive hogs which all of the natives knew couldn't be captured. 

"It's all very simple," droned the one gallant stranger. "First I put out some corn. For three 
weeks, they wouldn't eat it. Then some of the young ones grabbed an ear here and there, and 
scampered to the underbrush. Soon they were all eating it. They knew that if they didn't, one of 
the others would. So then I began building a pen around the corn, a little higher each day. Before 
long I noticed they were all waiting for me to bring the corn, and had stopped grubbing for 
acorns and roots. I built a trap door. Naturally they raised Cain when they'd seen I had 'em. But I 
can pen any animal on the face of the Earth if I can first get him to depend on me for a free 
handout." 

Fellow hogs, we've been fenced! We've been had by some gallant socialists! Let's dig 
out! 

-- TOM ANDERSON (1963) 


My friend, Ed Peterson, over at Wells, lowa, received a check for $1,000 from the 
government for not raising hogs. So I want to go into the "not raising hogs" business next year. 

As I see it, the hardest part of this program will be in keeping an accurate inventory of 
how many hogs I haven't raised. 

My friend Peterson is very joyful about the future of the business. He has been raising 
hogs for 20 years or so, and the best he ever made on them was $420 in 1968, until this year, 
when he got your check for $1,000 for not raising hogs. 

If I get $1,000 for not raising 50 hogs, will I get $2,000 for not raising 100 hogs? I plan to 
operate on a small scale at first, holding myself down to about 4,000 hogs not raised, which will 
mean about $80,000 the first year. 

Now another thing, these hogs I will not raise will not eat 100,000 bushels of corn. I 
understand that you also pay farmers for not raising corn or wheat. Will I qualify for payments 
for not raising wheat and corn not to feed the 4,000 hogs I am not going to raise? 

Also, I am considering the "not milking cows" business, so please send me any 
information on that, too. In view of these circumstances, you understand that I will be totally 
unemployed and therefore plan to file for unemployment and food stamps. 

-- JOHN PARTIDGE 


(This letter was sent some years ago to the Department of Agriculture.) 
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[B]ecause of a lack of understanding, much of the American electorate has fallen prey to 
demagogues who promise free bread and circuses. These voters cast their ballots for more and 
bigger government. They do not realize that when they become dependent on government for 
their every need they will no longer be free; they will be slaves. 

The in-depth understanding that voters so desperately need cannot be created through glib 
campaign slogans. Until the electorate is sufficiently informed, many good candidates will be 
defeated and many scoundrels will be elected .... 

If America is to be preserved, the preservation will not begin in the White House or in the 
halls of Congress or in the voting booths. It will begin at the grass roots. America will be saved 
not only because the public has learned that their politicians have taken certain positions but 
because the public understands the true significance of their politicians’ positions .... 

When the American electorate is truly informed, the political process will take care of 
itself. The electorate will demand lower taxes through less government and an end to 
government policies that are robbing them of their incomes and livelihoods and gradually 
making them wards of the state. 


-- TRIM (1986) 
FRONT PAGE Forcing a United 
Europe 
Mark D. Isaacs 


Maastricht's poor showing has not cooled Eurocratic resolve 


Their ultimate goal is one world government. According to the late Georgetown professor 
Carroll Quigley, since the time of John Ruskin (1819-1900) and Cecil Rhodes ( 1853-1902) 
internationalist movers and shakers have been relentlessly and systematically working toward "a 
disintegration of the modern, unified sovereign state and the redistribution of its power to 
multilevel hierarchal structures...."" To accomplish such a long-term goal these internationalists 
have designed an interim step consisting of three massive multinational trading blocs: a 
European bloc, a North American bloc, and a Pacific Rim bloc. Once these huge regional blocs 
have been established, moving toward a one-world system would be a relatively minor step. 

The Current Crisis 

In recent months, however, internationalist plans appear to have been shaken. The current 
crisis was spawned by disputes in Europe over the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty. 

The Maastricht Treaty -- meant as a reform of the 1957 Treaty of Rome which 
established the original six-member European Economic Community -- was approved in 
December 1991 at a meeting of the 12 European Community (EC) member states in the Dutch 
city of Maastricht. The purpose of the treaty is to forge a European political and economic union. 
The treaty, scheduled to go into effect on January 1, 1993, would only become law if ratified by 
all 12 member states. 

However, rather than creating a means toward European unification, Maastricht has 
aroused dormant fears and a new wave of nationalist opposition. Consider these recent 
developments: 

¢ In a nationwide referendum on June 2nd, Dutch voters unexpectedly rejected the 
Maastricht Treaty. Dutch citizens wanted a greater say in the laws and regulations that would 
impact their lives. Under Maastricht, such matters would be worked out by the EC's executive 
commission in Brussels. 

* On September 20th, Maastricht was nearly defeated in a French referendum. The 
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Danish rejection should have killed Maastricht, but EC zealots -- including French President 
Francois Mitterrand -- ignored the Danish decision and kept the ratification process moving. 
Confident of a sweeping referendum victory in France, Mitterrand risked his political reputation 
in support of the Maastricht Treaty. EC supporters were counting on a large margin of victory in 
France to regain the initiative, but the victory came by a thin 51 percent to 49 percent margin. 

* Uncertainties about the consequences of the French vote and the continued strength of 
the German deutsche mark have triggered a European currency crisis. Investors and speculators, 
favoring the strong German currency, ganged up on the weaker British pound, Spanish peseta, 
and Italian lira. As a result, a few days before the French referendum, British Prime Minister 
John Major was forced to pull the pound out of the European Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM). 
The Italians followed suit, and the Spanish were forced to devalue the peseta. 

The ERM was created by EC planners as a means of minimizing instability among 
Europe's floating paper currencies as the EC prepares to move toward a single monetary unit. 
However, rather than smoothing the road toward unity, the ERM has created tensions between 
nations not seen in Europe for years. 

The problem with floating currencies (and the ERM) is that long-term success depends 
on all central bankers adhering to the same standards of fiscal and monetary probity. Unlike the 
politically neutral gold standard of the 19th century, floating paper currencies are pure political 
instruments subject to political whims and pragmatic concerns. 

¢ Maastricht now faces serious ratification difficulties in Great Britain. Prime Minister 
John Major, who favors the treaty, has been involved in a bitter debate within his Tory Party 
with a vocal faction (including former Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher) which opposes a 
greater European union. Maastricht is scheduled to come before the British House of Commons 
for a ratification vote later this year. 

But this apparent series of setbacks by no mean signals the end of the internationalists' 
trilateral road to one-world government. 

Monetary Union 

The Maastricht Treaty is a complex 250-page document which would give the 
non-elected EC bureaucracy based in Brussels sweeping authority to intervene and control a 
wide range of national concerns including foreign affairs, national security, trade, agriculture, 
transportation, the environment, industry, health, justice, education, consumer protection, energy, 
tourism, and research and development. 

The first goal of the Maastricht agreement is monetary union by January 1, 1997. To 
accomplish this, the treaty mandates the creation (in several stages) of a single currency and a 
central bank. By January 1, 1994, a new European Monetary Institute, to be run by the governors 
of existing national banks, is to be formed to oversee and manage the monetary policies toward 
the creation of a single European Currency Unit (ECU). According to former Texas 
Congressman Ron Paul, "the European Central Bank will be modeled after the Federal Reserve. 
Like the Fed in 1913, it will have the institutional appearance of decentralization, but also like 
the Fed it will be run by a cartel of big bankers in collusion with politicians at the expense of the 
public." 

Perhaps one reason that a Fed-style model is being proposed is that many Europeans fear 
the powerful German Bundesbank. Such distrust can be likened to the reaction of many 
Americans who, prior to the creation of the Federal Reserve System, feared the enormous 
concentration of money and credit in the hands of New York City based money men. To defuse 
this criticism, the Fed was set up as a "decentralized" system of 12 regional banks. 
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The planned European Central Bank (ECB) would take the creation of money out of the 
hands of sovereign nations and place it in the hands of private bankers who could expand or 
contract money and credit as best suited their needs. The "independent" ECB is scheduled to 
begin operation no later than January 1, 1999. Austrian Economist Murray N. Rothbard notes 
that the creation of the ECB "will make it much easier for the Central Banks of the U.S., Britain, 
and Japan to collaborate." This in turn would be an ideal means "to move rapidly toward the old 
Keynesian dream of a World Central Bank issuing a new world paper currency unit." 

Rothbard warns that with such a system "we would be truly off to the races, with the 
world's money and macroeconomy totally at the mercy of a world-wide inflation, centrally 
controlled by self-proclaimed all-wise Keynesian masters." 

In addition to monetary union, the treaty also calls for political union. Thus, ratification 
of Maastricht would mean, in effect, the capitulation by member nations of national sovereignty 
to the socialist dominated European Parliament and the non-elected Eurocrats in Brussels. 

As a key part of political union, the people of the 12 formerly independent EC member 
nations would be given the status of European "citizens." These new citizens would have the 
freedom to live, work, vote, or hold political office anywhere within the EC. 

The treaty would also give the EC a common voice in international affairs by establishing 
a common foreign and security policy. This would include "the eventual framing of a common 
defense policy, which might in time lead to a common defense." 

To comply with the goals of the Maastricht agreement, member nations would also be 
expected to yield defense and foreign policy control to the Western European Union (EC's 
military arm presently comprised of nine EC members). The legislative authority of the socialist 
EC parliament would also be enhanced with the creation of a unified European police force 
called Europol. 

Three Pillars 

The future of the Maastricht Treaty rests on three pragmatic political pillars. The first is 
French willingness to cede sovereignty in exchange for a monetary union that locks Germany 
into an integrated Europe. The second is German willingness to yield control of the deutsche 
mark in exchange for political union. And the third is British readiness to go along with such a 
deal. 

It is, of course, true that most French politicians, fearing a reunified Germany, do not 
seem to have problems with ceding sovereignty to the EC. They see the EC as a buffer against 
German hegemony. In addition, the French leadership seems to prefer the risk of a future in the 
hands of EC bureaucrats in Brussels, as opposed to the risk of competing in the global 
marketplace against the financial and industrial might of a reborn Germany. Nevertheless, as the 
recent referendum indicates, 49 percent of the French people appear to disagree with their 
leaders. 

The Germans, on the other hand, do not seem willing to yield control of the deutsche 
mark. The strong deutsche mark is one of the few post-war monetary success stories in Europe. 
Despite the massive costs of reunification, the Bundesbank has managed to keep inflation in 
Germany reasonably low. For the past year, the German inflation rate has been about 3.5 percent. 
The Bundesbank accomplished this by keeping interest rates high. This, charge Germany's critics 
within the EC, has stifled economic growth and forced Germany's trading partners to "foot the 
bill for reunification." 

Recently, German Finance Minister Theo Waigel boldly stated that "the strong German 
mark will not be abolished by monetary union." He insists that the planned European Central 
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Bank should be located in Frankfurt -- the present location of Germany's central bank. He has 
even argued that the common currency should be known as the "Euromark" rather than the 
planned name of ECU. 

It is also uncertain that the British will go along with Maastricht. The Danish rejection, 
the narrow French approval, and the forced withdrawal of the pound from the ERM has renewed 
anti-EC sentiment within the Tory Party. Despite doubts, John Major has stated that he intends to 
bring the Maastricht Treaty to Parliament for a vote by the end of the year. 

Although EC opponents in Great Britain are calling for a nationwide referendum on 
Maastricht, Major favors keeping the process in the House of Commons. The prime minister has 
labeled such a plebiscite "unconstitutional," and, apparently fearing widespread voter 
disapproval, has stated that he will not support a Danish or French style referendum on 
Maastricht in Great Britain. 

One of the most vocal anti-Maastricht voices in England has been former Tory Prime 
Minister Margaret Thatcher. During her tenure, Thatcher led the fight to prevent the merger of 
the pound with the planned European currency. She knew such a move would ultimately mean 
the loss of British political and economic sovereignty. 

In a recent article in The European newspaper, Thatcher stated: "This Conservative 
government, like its predecessors, should have as its main priority the maintenance of our 
constitutional freedoms, our democratic institution, and the accountability of Parliament to the 
people." She added, "Because I believe in these principles so deeply, I cannot support the 
ratification of the Maastricht treaty, and I welcome [the pound] sterling's departure from the 
ERM." 

Despite Thatcher's gallant efforts to defeat Maastricht, it appears that John Major has the 
support he needs from his own Conservative Party. On October 9th, despite a noisy debate, 
Major won a vote of confidence for his EC policy by a three to one margin. Thus, even if the 
anti-union block within the Tory Party holds, it now appears that Maastricht will be approved in 
Parliament. 

Forces Against Unity 

In spite of the organized plans and schemes of seasoned internationalists, there are many 
forces and trends working against their goal of a united Europe. 

The first is the European Community's own socialist ideology. Free-market principles 
and classical liberalism (a gold standard and the rule of law) foster a society and a marketplace 
of peace and harmony among nations based on freedom and voluntary exchange. The members 
of the European Community are anything but free traders and classical liberals. Rather, each of 
the 12 EC member nations has a predominantly democratic socialist and interventionist 
government. Maastricht is not a free market move against interventionism, but an attempt to 
establish a unified system of socialism and interventionism among the 12-member EC states. 

The fatal flaw of socialism is that it places politics above economics (the spontaneous 
order). Thus, in order to create any semblance of economic harmony, EC planners must first 
achieve political harmony among many member states. As we clearly see from the present crisis, 
such prospects are unlikely. The EC is caught in the classic socialist dilemma of seeking the 
fruits of classical liberalism (freedom and prosperity), through interventionist means 
(bureaucracy, regulation, and coercion). As a result, we can expect to see one political crisis after 
another as the Eurocrats struggle to force a socialist-interventionist consensus. 

A second stumbling block to European union is nationalism. EC commissioner Frans 
Andriessen states that there are two contradictory trends at work in Europe today. First there is 
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"the recognition that we need multinational arrangements to solve the problems that we face." 
But there is also "increasing fragmentation -- smaller groupings in which the identity is linked to 
the national state. This is true not only in Easteru Europe, but in the Western countries as well." 

While many Western Europeans are seeking political and economic union, the East has 
apparently splintered into a host of new nation states. These states include the Baltics, the former 
Soviet republics, Yugoslavia, and other former members of the now-defunct Warsaw Pact. It is 
ironic that while the EC is trying to unify, nationalism seems to be reasserting itself after nearly a 
half century of brutal suppression by Marxist-Leninist regimes. 

The third factor in this European conflict is the continuing global recession. The 
economies of EC member nations have been caught in a lingering slump. When sovereign 
nations fall into recession they tend to look inward and after their own national economic 
interests. Thus, when the EMR began to unravel due to economic pressures, the British and the 
Italians -- protecting their own national interests -- walked out. 

Another factor is the continued cost of German reunification. Since 1989 reunification 
has generated a continuous income transfer from west to east. One estimate is that the total cost 
will be over $250 billion by the end of 1992. This is in addition to the $70 billion income 
"transfer" to the former Soviet Union (given as an incentive for a speedy withdrawal of former 
Soviet troops from Germany). Massive outlays have driven the German budget deficit to over 
$100 billion. This, in turn, has caused the Bundesbank to keep short-term interest rates high to 
stave off price inflation, thereby triggering several negative domestic economic effects. The 
annual German economic growth rate has slowed to two percent. Corporate cash flows and 
profits have been squeezed and the German stock market has taken a nose dive. In addition, the 
high interest rates have stimulated German savings, drawing capital from foreign investors. 
These German economic problems have harmed relations with the other 11 EC countries. 

The fifth factor working against the EC is a serious lack of support for unification among 
Europeans in general. The EC lacks popular support for two reasons. First, workers and labor 
unions fear a loss of jobs as foreigners seeking higher salaries and better working conditions 
flood into their countries. One of the key provisions of Maastricht is open borders for "citizens" 
within the 12 EC member nations. Second, the EC currently spends $32 billion a year in income 
redistribution from relatively wealthy EC members such as Germany and Britain to less wealthy 
members such as Greece, Ireland, and Portugal. By 1997, this amount is to be increased by 25 
percent. Not surprisingly, such wealth transfers cause resentment in the more developed member 
nations. 

The obvious language barrier among member nations is another major obstacle to 
unification. In 1927, Austrian economist Ludwig yon Mises noted that "the community of 
language binds members of the same nationality close together, while linguistic diversity gives 
rise to a gulf between nations." Much effort in Brussels is expended in translating documents 
from French to Spanish to German to English, etc. A common language is one of the social 
bonds that link the people of the United States. 

One more subtle obstacle to a unified Europe is the present lack of an enemy common to 
all the nations of the EC. The original 13 colonies of the U.S. were formed in part to defeat the 
external threat of King George III's Britain. Recent changes in the East have removed the visible 
threat of an "Evil Empire." The Cold War acted as a great disciplinarian: Western European 
nations were forced to stand together against the threat of Soviet aggression. With the 
disappearance of such a threat, the nations of Western Europe lose a major factor in alliance. 

NAFTA 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


While the Maastricht dispute has been raging in Europe, President George Bush, 
Canada's Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, and Mexico's President Carlos Salinas were wasting 
no time initialing the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Contrary to it's name, 
NAFTA is not about "free trade." Free trade -- real free trade -- is a voluntary exchange between 
two parties, unhampered by government intervention. 

But like the Maastricht Treaty, NAFTA would regulate, control, and delineate trade 
policy on virtually every industrial, agricultural, environmental, and labor matter. Rather than 
creating or permitting economic freedom by eliminating government intervention, NAFTA seeks 
to homogenize the plethora of socialist interventions which now hamstring the U.S., Mexican, 
and Canadian economies. 

EC Commission President Jacques Delors recently gloated, "NAFTA is a form of flattery 
for us Europeans. In many ways, we have shown what positive, liberating effect these regional 
arrangements can have." 

Ultimate Goal 

Despite the present setbacks that proponents of the Maastricht Treaty have incurred, they 
still fully intend to accomplish their ultimate goal -- although a bit behind schedule. The vote in 
Denmark should have killed the treaty. Yet, despite a constitutional provision which prohibits 
resubmission of a rejected referendum question in that country, EC supporters are currently 
studying ways to force a Danish vote on Maastricht again. 

But even if Maastricht is scuttled, the European internationalists will continue scheming 
to end nationhood. Former EC Commissioner Etienne Davignon recently told the Wall Street 
Journal, "If the Maastricht Treaty isn't ratified, it won't be the end of the European integration 
process. We've gone through these ups and downs before. But we always keep coming back to 
the same solution for the particular problems that we face." 

EC President Jacques Delors played a leading role in designing the treaty and in giving 
the movement toward unity its impetus. At the conclusion of the Maastricht Summit in 1991, 
Delors confidently stated that "the history of Europe shows that even when one or two countries 
lag behind, they'll follow eventually." 

The move toward regional trading blocs, and then one-world government, is not a 
spontaneous movement. Rather, it is the product of a long-run conspiracy. It is powerful, well 
financed, and determined. Recent developments in Europe and the recent initialing of NAFTA 
should serve as a stern warning to Americans who wish to preserve our sovereign republic. It 
may be too late for Western Europe, but there is still time and opportunity to roll back the 
internationalist tide here in the United States. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Pictures from Hanoi 

After two decades of Hanoi's denials that they had such information and 11 days before 
U.S. elections, President Bush announced that a "major breakthrough" had been made 
concerning the unresolved cases of American POWs and MIAs from the Vietnam War. A U.S. 
delegation returning from Hanoi brought back thousands of photographs -- most of which are 
apparently duplicates -- of war prisoners who returned long ago and of bodies and apparent crash 
sites. President Bush said that the Vietnamese had indicated they will turn over all related 
photographs, artifacts, and documents. In return for this cooperation, remarked the President, he 
promised assistance to flood victims and Vietnamese war veterans, with the expressed hope that 
this would be the first step toward normalization of relations with communist Vietnam. 
Washington has had no diplomatic ties with Hanoi since 1975. 
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Many families of the missing have not been caught up in euphoria, knowing the pattern of 
deception of the Vietnamese Reds and having rightly become skeptical of their own government's 
handling of the issue. Early indications were that this "breakthrough" emphasized dead 
Americans (whose fate Hanoi could have cleared up long ago). Questions remain about live 
sightings, bodies being warehoused, men who were captured in Laos, and Americans reportedly 
shipped to the Soviet Union. 

Prosecutor for Iraq Scandal 

A reluctant Attorney General William Barr, who had resisted congressional calls for the 
naming of an independent counsel, appointed retired Republican federal judge Frederick Lacey 
as a special prosecutor in the international bank fraud case involving Iraq and the Italian 
government-owned Banca Nazionale del Lavoro (BNL). The appointment of Lacey, who will 
investigate CIA and Justice Department actions, came after Justice and the Central Intelligence 
Agency began blaming one another over why the CIA had provided incomplete information to 
federal prosecutors in the scheme involving the Atlanta branch of the BNL, whose manager was 
indicted for making more than $4 billion in illegal loans and loan guarantees to Baghdad. 

The BNL was the financier of U.S. government-backed agriculture credits for Iraq, $2 
billion of which Saddam Hussein's regime defaulted on. Originally, the Justice Department was 
going to accept the contention that the bank manager alone knew of more than $2 billion in illicit 
unsecured loans to Iraq. However, more recent information suggests that the Justice Department 
was aware that this charge was false and that the loans were authorized by Rome. There is 
growing evidence that U.S. officials either wanted to protect the Italian government or the 
loan-guarantee program that was helping Iraq, or even that the Bush Administration knew about 
the illegal loans and then covered up that knowledge. 

Despite evidence that Iragi agents may have been diverting funds to acquire arms, the 
Bush Administration kept up its pre-war assistance program to Saddam. And the illegal loans -- 
either directly or indirectly -- surely aided Saddam's military effort, with one document showing 
that even a week before Iraq's invasion of Kuwait Secretary of State Baker was concerned that 
Baghdad was arming itself with U.S. technology. Although George Bush, during the final 
presidential debate, denied that U.S. technology was used in Iraq's nuclear program, that was 
contradicted by the head of the UN inspection team, David Kay, whose inspectors found 
U.S.-manufactured goods being used in Iraq; the White House was forced to backtrack. 

Ethics Probe of FBI Director 

FBI Director William Sessions is being investigated by the public integrity unit of the 
Justice Department concerning allegations that he was involved with his wife in an effort to steer 
a $100,000 contract to a friend for a security system at the director's home. Investigators are also 
looking into the possibility that Sessions tried to evade income taxes in the District of Columbia, 
that he and his wife used government vehicles for personal use, and that Sessions may have 
made personal long- distance telephone calls over FBI lines. 

Sessions' longtime personal assistant, Sarah Munford, is also being investigated; it was 
her husband, say law enforcement sources, who was to be the beneficiary of the security 
contract. 

It is unclear whether Sessions, a former federal district judge appointed to a 10-year term 
in 1987, is required to pay DC taxes. Senator David Boren (D-OK), head of the Senate 
Intelligence Committee, is among those who have suggested that the ethics investigation of the 
FBI head might be intended to impede the Bureau's probe of how the Justice Department handled 
the burgeoning Atlanta bank scandal involving illicit loans to Iraq. 
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Communist Collaboration 

CIA Director Robert Gates met with the heads of Russia's intelligence agencies to discuss 
the possibility of the U.S. and Russia sharing services -- including contact and joint activity in 
the areas of nuclear proliferation, terrorism, drug smuggling, and organized crime. One month 
earlier, a secret agreement was reached restoring intelligence ties between Russia and the 
Military Intelligence Department of the People's Liberation Army in Communist China. U.S. 
authorities report that Russia is selling a variety of advanced weapons to the Red Chinese, 
including missile guidance technology, rocket engines, rocket technology, tank technology, 
tanks, S-300 surface-to-air missiles, and SU-27 fighters. 

One Bush Administration official, cited in a front-page story in the New York Times, also 
remarked that Moscow and Beijing are discussing the possibility of joint production in mainland 
China of tactical missiles and other weapons systems. Bush Administration officials have 
expressed concern that the Red Chinese will develop such weapons for resale to Third World 
nations. 

Not that Washington expects to do anything drastic about such developments. As the 
above indicates, the building of the new world order requires collaboration. 

Transcripts on KAL 007 

Russian President Boris Yeltsin released transcripts and other documents -- but not the 
actual flight and voice recorders -- relating to Korean Air Lines Flight 007, which was hit with at 
least one Soviet air-to-air missile on September 1, 1983 in an attack near Sakhalin Island. 
Transcripts published in Izvestia, said to have come from the recorders aboard the plane which 
carried 269 passengers -- including 61 Americans -- seem to indicate that the pilot was not 
aware of any warning before being hit, that the ship did not explode immediately, and that the 
craft's electrical system was working well enough to warn passengers via the intercom that an 
urgent descent was underway and to fasten seat belts and don oxygen masks. The Soviets, who at 
the time accused the U.S. of operating a spy mission, were said to have recovered the recorders 
on October 20, 1983. 

Massacre Files Released 

Accusing former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev of helping to conceal details of the 
truth, the Russian government released documents indicating that Soviet dictator Josef Stalin and 
his secret police chief Lavrenti Beria had personally ordered the killings of thousands of 
prominent Poles in the spring of 1940. The bodies of the Poles, who had been taken captive after 
the Nazi-Soviet Pact gave Moscow control of eastern Poland, were then dumped into mass 
graves in the Katyn Forest near Smolensk. Documents of the minutes from a March 5, 1940 
session of the Politburo revealed that the Soviet secret police were to execute "14,700 former 
Polish officers, officials, landowners, policemen, and gendarmes, held in camps for prisoners," 
as well as 11,000 "members of different subversion and espionage organizations, former land 
and factory owners, former Polish officers, former officials, and former clergymen, arrested and 
held in jails in the western regions of Ukraine and Belarus." 

The documents, some said to have come from Gorbachev's personal files, indicate that all 
Soviet leaders from Khrushchev to Gorbachev knew details of the atrocity, but withheld the 
identity of those responsible. In April 1990, Gorbachev acknowledged general Soviet 
responsibility for the massacre -- long denied by the Reds -- but concealed specific facts, 
according to a spokesman for Russian President Yeltsin. As with the KAL 007 data, Yeltsin has 
timed his use of the archives against Gorbachev, though his own people also have had access to 
the Katyn files for at least a year. 
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Shifting Alliances in Balkans 

The presidents of the truncated Serbled Yugoslavia and Croatia, Dobrica Cosic and 
Franjo Tudjman, have signed agreements that would lead to normalization between Belgrade and 
Zagreb, and evidence mounts that Serbs and Croats will continue to consolidate portions of 
Bosnia and Hercegovina under their own control. Croatian President Franjo Tudjman has said 
that the Muslim-led government in Sarajevo may have to accept the annexation of portions of 
Bosnia, and Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovic indicated in Geneva that he would accept a 
"demilitarized" Sarajevo and a decentralized country with eight to ten autonomous areas. 

The Bosnian government has charged that -- among other actions implying a shifting of 
alliances -- Croat defenders of Bosanski Brod purposely abandoned that northern Bosnian town 
to Serbian forces. Croatia's Tudjman is certainly no longer assuming the overt role of an ally of 
Bosnia and Hercegovina, and Croat forces in Bosnia have been fighting with Bosnians in areas 
with a large Croatian population. 

Meanwhile, in Kosovo Serbian police have broken up protests by students in the largely 
Albanian province, which may yet prove another tinderbox for violence. The prime minister of 
the government-in-exile in Washington, DC, Bujar Bukoshi, has stated that Serbian refugees are 
being brought to Kosovo and that Serbian-led Yugoslav Army troops are being concentrated near 
the Albanian border. 

Indecisive Angolan Election 

Controversy continues concerning the elections in Angola held after a 16-year civil war 
between the Marxist MPLA government, which during the fighting was backed by the Soviet 
Union and Cuba, and its main rival UNITA, which had support from the United States. Jose 
Eduardo dos Santos, head of the ruling party, was credited with nearly 50 percent of the vote (not 
enough to avoid a runoff), UNITA's Jonas Savimbi 40.07 percent, with the remainder to smaller 
parties. However, UNITA was among the parties claiming massive fraud in the elections. A 
resumption of civil war remains a distinct possibility. 

Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs Herman Cohen made pessimistic remarks 
about the future, and coupled with his previous actions -- essentially giving a nod of approval to 
the Luanda government and telling Savimbi to accept the unfavorable direction of the early 
tallying -- caused resentment in the UNITA camp. 

The UN election monitors, most of whom left soon after the balloting, gave generally 
favorable reports. The ruling party wants UNITA to disarm before a second vote is taken, while 
Savimbi has expressed hope for a negotiated settlement before another round. 

In contrast to the relatively rosy depictions given by monitors from the UN, outside 
observers have issued reports that lend credence to the detailed fraud allegations made by 
UNITA and others. Accounts by accredited observers include: stolen ballot boxes by the MPLA; 
60,000 nullified votes for UNITA supporters; the ruling party establishing polling places the day 
before the election without notifying other parties; newly created riot police intimidating UNITA 
supporters; premature cutoff of voter registration (which was protested by the U.S., Russia, 
Portugal, and the UN) in rural areas where UNITA support was heavy, illegal registration of 
thousands of Namibians; and computer irregularities during counting. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Surveying the 102nd 
Congress 

In the early morning hours of October 5th, a janitor cleaning up the enrolling office in the 
basement of the U.S. Capitol inadvertently picked up and discarded a box containing the final 
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versions of 13 bills which Congress had recently passed. The box was earmarked for storage in 
the National Archives. After the mistake was discovered, Capitol police caught up with the trash 
truck, rummaged through the refuse, and retrieved the documents. Included were bills on 
copyright, child support, bankruptcy, aid to the former USSR, and funding of the legislative 
branch itself. 

That key legislation approved by the 102nd Congress would be treated as trash somehow 
seems apropos. During the presidential campaign, President Bush railed against the "gridlocked" 
Congress, but for conservatives it was not "gridlocked" enough. Indeed, the main victories for 
those favoring less government, lower taxes, reduced regulation, and a constitutional foreign 
policy were achieved when Congress and the President were at loggerheads. 

"Gridlock" forestalled the adoption of a number of deleterious measures, including a 
waiting period for handgun purchases (the so-called "Brady bill"), an anti-family "family leave" 
proposal, further empowerment of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), 
tax-funded research on fetal tissue from induced abortions, and a scheme to codify (under the 
misleading label "Freedom of Choice Act") the Supreme Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade decision as 
state law. Such morally and constitutionally corrosive measures will, sad to say, be on the agenda 
of the 103rd Congress. 

No Thanks for the Memories 

The 102nd Congress may be remembered more for the irresponsible behavior of its 
members than for the legislation it passed. Five senators had their wrists slapped with varying 
degrees of severity for the help they rendered Charles Keating's California-based Lincoln 
Savings and Loan Association during its bitter feud with federal regulators. Four of the "Keating 
Five" -- Dennis DeConcini (D-AZ), John Glenn (D-OH), Don Riegle (D-MJ), and John McCain 
(R-AZ) -- were mildly rebuked by the Senate Ethics Committee for showing poor judgment, but 
the Committee found "substantial credible evidence" of serious misconduct by Senator Alan 
Cranston (D-CA). Rather than censure Cranston or impose some other meaningful sanction, the 
Senate conjured up a new procedure that enabled the Ethics Committee itself to reprimand the 
senator "on behalf of and in the name of the U.S. Senate" without formal action by the Senate 
itself. As Congressional Quarterly noted, this new procedure allowed for an "in-house 
punishment" that "the Senate on earlier occasions had refused to create because it smacked of 
leniency." 

The most politically devastating exposé involved the House bank, a curious institution 
(now defunct) with roots running back to the 1790s. For decades, the bank had honored personal 
checks written on congressional accounts having insufficient funds. Whereas regular banks 
would have bounced such checks or assessed a fee for covering them, the House bank made 
them good without charge, in effect giving members interest-free loans. During the 12-month 
period ending June 30, 1990, sundry House members wrote 3,331 bad checks. As the story 
unfolded, many opted to retire, while others were ousted in primaries. 

It was also revealed last year that about 250 representatives had shirked some $255,000 
in overdue bills at the House restaurant. Some of the money was owed by former and deceased 
members. On the Senate side, it was learned that General Accounting Office audits in recent 
years had uncovered tens of thousands of dollars in restaurant debts more than 30 days old and 
some more than 90 days old. 

As we write, the House post office and a number of congressmen are under investigation 
by a federal grand jury for allegedly conniving to enhance the legislators' personal salaries by 
converting official-use postage stamp vouchers into cash. Many representatives use no stamps at 
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all for their official business, opting instead to rely entirely on the franking privilege. The 
average member expends around $550 per year on stamps, but some have purchased huge 
quantities (as many as 10,000 at a time) that simply do not correlate well with the demands of 
their official duties. Representative Dan Rostenkowski (DIL) led the list of stamp buyers from 
1986 through the first quarter of 1992, expenditures totaling $29,672. He is under investigation, 
but denies any wrongdoing, explaining: "I mail a lot." 

Key Concerns 

Key legislation considered by the 102nd Congress included: 

Persian Gulf War: For months following Iraq's invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, 
President Bush refused even to acknowledge that Congress had a formal role in the ultimate 
decision to go to war. Finally, on January 8, 1991, he requested a congressional resolution 
authorizing force, the first such request by a President since the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
that escalated our military presence in Vietnam. Four days later, Congress approved a resolution 
granting the President authority to use military force pursuant to a United Nations Security 
Council resolution (rather than the U.S. Constitution which all concerned were sworn to uphold). 

Thomas Nomination: If the Gulf War was the top international event during the 102nd 
Congress, the battle to confirm the nomination of Judge Clarence Thomas to the Supreme Court 
was by most estimates the most memorable domestic issue. Following two rounds of divisive 
hearings before the Senate Judiciary Committee, the full Senate voted 52 to 48 on October 15, 
1991 to confirm Thomas. The vote had originally been scheduled for October 8th, but two days 
earlier University of Oklahoma law professor Anita Hill went public with her still unproven 
allegations that Thomas had sexually harassed her when she worked for him at the Department 
of Education and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. Both sides agree that this 
last-minute maneuver cost Thomas about ten votes, resulting in the closest Supreme Court 
confirmation vote in more than a century. 

Foreign Aid: Prior to adjourning this year, Congress gave its blessing to foreign aid 
appropriations for fiscal 1993 totaling more than $26 billion, including $417 million in direct aid 
to Russia and other former Soviet republics and $12.3 billion in new funding for the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF). 

Last April, President Bush and leaders of the Group of Seven industrial nations had 
announced a $24 billion aid plan for Russia over a one-year period, with $4.5 billion to come 
from the IMF and other international lending institutions. The U.S. share of IMF assistance is 
about 20 percent, or in this case another $900 million. Another $800 million was included in the 
fiscal 1993 defense appropriation for the stated purpose of helping the former Soviet military 
establishment convert to civilian activities and dismantle its nuclear arsenal. 

Defense And Disarmament: Congress approved a $274.3 billion military budget for 
fiscal 1993 which, among other things, eviscerated the B-2 Stealth bomber program, cut back the 
Strategic Defense Initiative system, and laid groundwork for major cuts in manpower and 
hardware by the mid- 1990s. 

Meanwhile, on October 1, 1992, the Senate ratified the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
(START), which President Bush and then-Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev had signed 
during their July 1991 summit in Moscow. The treaty calls for a reduction by about one-third of 
the arsenal of warheads on U.S. and Soviet long-range missiles and bombers. On June 17, 1992, 
President Bush and Russian President Boris Yeltsin agreed to the basic provisions of an 
additional arms reduction pact that would cut the nuclear arsenals of both countries even deeper 
and eventually eliminate land-based multiple-warhead missiles and slash U.S. 
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submarine-launched ballistic missile warheads by 50 percent. This post-START agreement is 
still under negotiation. 

The escalating drive to disarm individual nations (including our own), even as the United 
Nations is strengthened militarily, recalls the long-standing U.S. disarmament goal outlined in 
1961 in State Department publication 7277. Entitled Freedom From War: The United States 
Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, the scheme called for 
the "disbanding of all national armed forces ... other than those required to preserve internal 
order and for contributions to a United Nations Peace Force." 

Domestic Disarmament: The main gun control skirmish during the 102nd Congress 
centered around the so-called "Brady bill," which would have imposed a waiting period prior to 
the purchase of handguns. The proposal is named for former presidential press secretary James S. 
Brady, who was seriously wounded during John Hinckley's 1981 attempt to assassinate President 
Reagan. Brady's wife Sarah heads the gun control lobbying organization Handgun Control, Inc. 
On May 8, 1991, the House approved a seven-day version of the Brady bill. The Senate 
subsequently passed, as part of the crime bill, a waiting period of five business days (defined as 
days when state offices are normally open). The Senate proposal became a substitute for the 
House version, and President Bush indicated that he would accept the Brady bill if certain other 
aspects of the crime bill were acceptable to him. Fortunately, the heavily-flawed crime bill was 
scuttled on October 2, 1992 when its proponents were unable to muster sufficient votes to abort a 
threatened filibuster by those opposed. 

Fast-Tracking NAFTA: On August 12, 1992, President Bush announced the signing of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) by the United States, Canada, and Mexico. 
Critics contend that the agreement, should it be approved by Congress, would not only speed the 
move of American industries and jobs to Mexico, but would also serve as another step down the 
road to a collectivist world government. As publisher John F. McManus of THE NEW 
AMERICAN reminds us, "economic union precedes political union," and NAFTA "is a giant 
step toward an economic union of all North America." 

In May 1991, Congress authorized President BUsh to negotiate NAFTA with a free hand 
under a so-called "fasttrack" arrangement which commits lawmakers to eventually vote yes or no 
on the final version without amendments. The Bush Administration argued that no country 
would negotiate with the U.S. if Congress reserved the right to alter the resulting accord. Once 
the NAFTA agreement has been formally submitted, the House and Senate will have 90 days to 
accept or reject it by majority vote. 

Unemployment: With unemployment rising, due in large part to the economy-retarding 
impact of high taxes and burgeoning federal regulations, Congress moved last year to extend 
unemployment benefits for some three million Americans. An early version of the legislation 
was blocked by President Bush in August, but with the recession worsening as an election year 
approached, he signed a $5.3 billion bill in mid-November 1991 that extended unemployment 
benefits through July 4, 1992 for between six and 20 weeks, depending on a state's 
unemployment rate. Last June, Congress predictably extended the program until January 1, 1993 
at an additional cost of $5.8 billion. It also (perhaps with an eye on NAFTA) made a major 
change in the unemployment laws to make it easier for workers out of a job for more than six 
months to collect extended benefits during future recessions. 

International "Rights": On April 2, 1992, the Senate ratified (by unrecorded voice 
vote) the dangerous United Nations Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, many provisions of 
which are diametrically opposed to tenets of our own Bill of Rights. To blunt criticism of the 
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Covenant's glaring defects, the Bush Administration agreed to five "reservations," five 
"understandings," four "declarations," and a proviso which asserted, "Nothing in this Covenant 
requires or authorizes legislation, or other action, by the United States of America prohibited by 
the Constitution of the United States as interpreted by the United States." Such a provision may 
appear to be a meaningful safeguard until one recalls the escalating drive to scuttle U.S. authority 
to interpret UN treaties in its own interest by subjecting our nation to the compulsory, binding 
jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice (World Court). 

Domestic "Rights": When it passed the so-called Civil Rights Act of 1991, Congress 
undermined authentic rights while purporting to promote "civil rights." In 1981, the Supreme 
Court ruled that statistics alone, regardless of any actual intent to discriminate, could be cited as 
proof that a firm's employment policies had a discriminatory effect. In 1989, the High Court 
modified that criterion with a series of decisions that placed the burden of proof on employees 
who make the accusations, rather than on employers charged with discrimination. 

In 1990, Congress approved legislation to reverse nine of the High Court's 1989 rulings 
and revert to the old standard that assumed employers to be guilty until proven innocent. 
President Bush vetoed the bill on grounds that it would force a de facto quota hiring system on 
employers anxious to avoid expensive litigation and unfavorable media publicity resulting from 
malicious or otherwise unjustified charges of discrimination. 

But last year, in the wake of the nasty Clarence Thomas-Anita Hill brouhaha, the 
President caved in and signed a virtually identical bill, pro-quota provisions and all. The law 
allows, for the first time, limited monetary damages (ranging from $50,000 for companies with 
100 or fewer employees to $300,000 for those with more than 500 workers) for victims of 
harassment and other intentional discrimination based on sex, religion, or disability. (Racial 
minorities could already win money damages under a Reconstruction-era law.) 

As Heritage Foundation economist William G. Laffer III has noted, the additional costs 
due to litigation and fines will amount to a tax on employment, since each new job an employer 
creates will increase his record-keeping burdens and the risk of being sued. The end result of this 
latest "civil rights" travesty, Laffer asserts, "is unambiguous: It will cost the economy jobs, lower 
wages, and make American firms less competitive." 

Gridlock And Family Values: Thanks largely to "gridlock," a number of issues related 
to family values were resolved in favor of preserving those values. In 1988, the Department of 
Health and Human Services had issued a regulation barring federally-funded family planning 
clinics from providing information about abortion. In May of last year, the Supreme Court 
upheld the regulations, allowing clinics to advise women of the abortion option only when their 
lives are threatened by pregnancy. 

Abortion advocates were publicly outraged, but many were actually delighted, since they 
thought, as explained Congressional Quarterly, that "they finally had an issue that could 
transcend the traditional pro-choice and anti-abortion debate" by framing it as a matter of 
free-speech rather than annihilation of the unborn. 

Their allies in Congress subsequently pursued two strategies. One entailed legislation to 
permanently overturn the rules and write into law the lenient counseling and referral guidelines 
that had been in effect between 1981 and 1988 (those guidelines applied to abortions themselves, 
not to abortion counseling). In July, the Senate passed a free-standing bill to accomplish that 
objective, and in August a House committee approved similar legislation, but the proposal went 
no further. 

The other approach (deemed from the staff to have the best chance of succeeding) was 
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simply to insert language blocking enforcement of the rules for one year in the spending bill for 
the Departments of Labor and Health and Human Services. The bill, with the pro-abortion 
language included, was passed by the House and Senate, but President Bush vetoed it on 
November 19th and the House sustained the veto (thereby killing the bill) that same day. 

In June of this year, President Bush also successfully vetoed legislation to reauthorize 
(through 1996) the National Cancer Institute and the National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute, 
the two largest divisions of the National Institutes of Health. The veto was based on a provision 
that would have lifted an administration ban on funding for research involving the transplant of 
tissue from aborted fetuses. A similar bill was introduced shortly thereafter, and toward the end 
of the session the Senate voted overwhelmingly (85 to 12) to limit debate and block a filibuster 
on the measure. Nevertheless, under Senate rules, those favoring retention of the fetal-transplant 
provision were still allowed up to 30 hours to discuss it. On October 5th, the proponents tossed 
in the towel under pressure to move on to other matters prior to adjournment. 

Congress also passed legislation to require that employers with 50 or more workers allow 
up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave for personal and family medical emergencies for all but the 
highest-paid 10 percent of their employees. Though hyped as "pro-family," it was actually 
patterned after the policies in such countries as Sweden and Denmark, where family 
disintegration has become a scandal. In both countries, for instance, marriage rates have 
plummeted in recent decades while divorce rates have soared. The Swedish marriage rate is the 
lowest in the industrialized world, while its rates of nonmarital cohabitation and family 
dissolution rank near the top. Approximately one-half of all births are out of wedlock in Sweden, 
while in Denmark the illegitimacy rate exceeds 40 percent. 

Many advocates of the parental leave bill acknowledged that unpaid leave was merely to 
serve as the first step toward fully-paid leave and vastly expanded government child-care 
programs. President Bush vetoed the family leave bill on September 22nd. Two days later, the 
Senate voted to override, but the House saved the day on September 30th by sustaining the veto 
and killing the bill. 

Congressional Pay Raise: Beginning January 1, 1991, the salaries of senators and 
representatives were increased to $101,900 and $125,100 respectively. The gap between the two 
was filled by allowing the Senate to continue its controversial practice of allowing senators to 
accept honoraria from speeches to special-interests and other groups. The Senate was the last 
institution in the federal government to permit its officials to accept such speaking fees. 

Eventually, many senators became irritated at the thought of receiving less salary than 
representatives, especially when it was learned that at least 80 House staffers were also earning 
more than senators. Also influenced by increasing public disgust with the honoraria arrangement, 
the Senate opted on July 17, 1991 to scrap the practice. To compensate, they granted themselves 
a $23,200 pay raise to make their salaries equal to the $125,100 House salaries. 

27th Amendment: Congressional pay raises have rankled many voters because they 
have been allowed to go into effect before the legislators receiving them stand for re-election. 
That problem, for the entire House and one-third of the Senate (only one-third of the Senate 
stands for election every two years), was solved on May 7, 1992 when Michigan became the 
38th state to approve the 27th Amendment to the Constitution. First proposed by James Madison 
in 1789, the new amendment reads: "No law, varying the compensation for the services of the 
senators and representatives shall take effect, until an election of representatives shall have 
intervened." There was a brief controversy about the issue, since many constitutional authorities 
had considered the proposal dead due to the unprecedented two-century spread between 
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submission to the states and final ratification. Since Madison's text contained no -deadline for 
passage, the Archivist of the U.S. had little choice but to certify its validity and rule that it had 
become part of the Constitution on May 7th. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


Congressional Record 


The 102nd Congress formally completed its business at 10:04 a.m. on October 9th. 

The two sessions lasted 646 days (365 in 1991 and 281 in 1992), with the Senate in 
session 287 days and the House 277 days. 

There were 12,016 public bills and resolutions introduced, of which 401 had become law 
as of October 9th. 

There were 901 recorded votes in the House (excluding quorum calls) and 550 in the 
Senate. 

At the time of adjournment, there were 266 Democrats, 166 Republicans, one 
independent, and two vacancies in the 435-member House, and 57 Democrats and 43 
Republicans in the 100member Senate. 

President Bush vetoed 15 bills through October 9th (bringing his four-year total to 36), 
only one of which was overridden (a cable television regulation measure which he vetoed on 
October 3rd and which the House and Senate overrode on October 5th). The President was 
expected to veto or "pocket veto" (by withholding his signature after Congress adjourns) one or 
two additional measures. 

Eight senators and 53 representatives opted to retire rather than seek reelection this year, 
while one senator and 19 House members were defeated in primaries. Thirteen representatives 
ran for other offices (two for governor and 11 for the Senate). 


-- R.W.L. 


Not enough is being made about the quiet bombshell dropped by President Bush in 
1992's first presidential debate. Behind in the polls, battered by a lingering recession, and even 
criticized for his once-hallowed handling of Saddam Hussein, the President almost offhandedly 
pledged -once re-elected -- to turn the management of all domestic matters over to James A. 
Baker III. Here is how he responded to a question about what he would do to treat the nation's 
economic woes: 

What I'm going to do is say to Jim Baker when this campaign is over, "All right, let's sit 

down now. You do in domestic affairs what you've done in foreign affairs: Be the 

kind of economic coordinator of all the domestic side of the house and that's -- 

that includes all the economic side, all the training side, and bring this program 

together." 

Make Way for Mr. Fixit 

That statement, coupled with the simultaneous release of Baker's letter to all cabinet 
members and top appointees directing each to forward a letter of resignation to the President 
"immediately following the election," means that the top three Bush economic advisors stand 
repudiated. This includes Treasury Secretary Nicholas Brady and White House economist 
Michael Boskin (both of whom had already indicated an unwillingness to serve another term 
should Bush be re-elected), and budget director Richard Darman, who has let it be known that he 
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would like to be Brady's replacement. Good-bye to three Bush loyalists! Make way for Mr. Fixit, 
James Baker! 

Hasn't the President confirmed that his Administration has been a failure? Hasn't he 
effectively told the nation that he can't deal with the economic mess and must turn over every 
aspect of it to someone else? With a move designed to appeal to voters in the late stages of the 
campaign, Mr. Bush seems instead to have shot himself in the foot by admitting that the problem 
he was hired to address is too big for him. 

The President and Baker became friends in the late 1960s when they were neighbors in 
an exclusive Houston subdivision. Baker the Princeton grad and Bush the Yale grad hit it off 
famously. So close did they become, in fact, that Bush the congressman asked Baker the wealthy 
Houston lawyer and former Democrat to manage his campaign for the Senate in 1970. The 
result? Bush was beaten badly. 

Ever choosing the liberal side of Republican politics and helped by his friend Bush, 
Baker won a job as under secretary of commerce during the shortlived Ford Administration. In 
1976, after successfully alienating conservative Republicans with his strong opposition to Ronald 
Reagan's candidacy, he served as Gerald Ford's campaign manager in the presidential race. Ford 
also lost. 

Turning to politics himself, Baker ran for attorney general of Texas -- and lost. Then in 
1980, he managed George Bush's campaign for the Republican nomination for President. Bush 
lost to Ronald Reagan. The only campaign Baker successfully managed was Bush's 1988 run for 
the White House against a doctrinaire but lackluster liberal from Massachusetts named Dukakis. 
Yet in recent years the media have consistently portrayed James Baker as the political genius of 
our times. 

After Ronald Reagan betrayed his conservative constituency in 1980 by selecting George 
Bush as his running mate, he compounded the betrayal by naming Baker as the White House 
chief of staff. In 1985, with the Reagan deficits already creating economic havoc, he allowed 
Baker to swap posts with Treasury Secretary Donald Regan. 

With Baker now more directly responsible for economic matters, the Reagan budget and 
trade deficits grew even larger. In September 1985, he joined officials from Britain, France, West 
Germany, and Japan at a famous meeting in New York's Plaza Hotel to drive down the value of 
the dollar. His strident rebuke of West Germany's handling of its own interest rates led to 
German action that precipitated the stock market crash of October 1987. 

Remarkable Mediocrity 

Once George Bush entered the White House, he appointed his omnipresent friend 
secretary of state. Baker's qualifications to direct U.S. foreign policy were as unremarkable as 
were his earlier qualifications for the Treasury post. Though it was on his watch that the Iron 
Curtain came down, there is no evidence that Baker could claim any credit for this development. 

As George Bush's closest advisor and longtime confidant, however, Baker can be partly 
credited with the Administration's indefensible handling of Saddam Hussein both before and 
after Desert Storm, the President's strident drive for a "new world order," the high-handed 
skirting of the Constitution during the Persian Gulf War, the enormous boost in power and 
prestige given the UN at the expense of national sovereignty, the heavy pressure applied to 
Congress to approve the $24 billion aid package for Russia even in the midst of a $400 billion 
deficit, and much more. Earlier in 1992, he went out of his way to use his powerful post to 
denounce "America Firsters" who think the needs of this country ought to take priority over the 
needs of the new world order. 
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The media still insist, however, that James Baker is a political marvel in addition to being 
a "skilled negotiator," a "pragmatist," and a "strategic thinker." In 1988 when he was named 
secretary of state, he won high praise from Robert Strauss, the former Democratic national 
chairman who happens to be another of Baker's close friends. 

Liberals who opposed Ronald Reagan's rhetoric (even while quietly championing many 
of his policies) frequently termed him the "Teflon President" to whom no criticism seemed to 
stick. In a way, James Baker's Teflon coating seems more impenetrable than any that ever 
covered Ronald Reagan. It would be interesting to know why. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 


With former Chinese Communist Party General Secretary Zhao Ziyang not having been 
seen publicly since the Tiananmen Square massacre in 1989, current party Secretary Jiang Zemin 
could have been forgiven if he were edgy. After all, Zhao had been a protégé of the country's 
untitled but paramount strongman Deng Xiaoping, yet he had still suffered house arrest and a 
purge from his post. An official non-person, Zhao, as expected, was not "rehabilitated" by the 
Chinese Communist Party's 14th Congress in October. In the purposely irrational world of 
communist politics, party chief Jiang had to toe the mark -- spelled out in huge letters over the 
Great Hall of the People, "Persist unswervingly in the party's basic line for 100 years." 

The Party Line 

And what is that line? Comrade Jiang uses the oxymoronic phrase "socialist market 
economy." This totalitarian free market, we are supposed to believe, is simply an eccentric 
variant of moving toward capitalism. To Jiang, whose speech was reportedly veiled by the entire 
party leadership, this means praise for the late Mao, as well as for 88-year-old Deng -- who is 
said to have led "another great revolution" intended to "turn our underdeveloped socialist country 
into a prosperous, strong, democratic, culturally advanced and modern socialist country." 
Elsewhere in his two-hour address, the party chief urged: "We must keep to the socialist road and 
uphold the people's democratic dictatorship, leadership by the Chinese Communist Party, and 
Marxism-Leninism and Mao Tse-tung thought." The government, he said, must "crack down on 
the activities of hostile forces," and China must "resolutely eliminate all factors that might lead 
to unrest or turmoil." 

In the West, the very same people who snarl at the competitive nature of a free market 
here and demand political and personal freedom for every activist group, salivate over the 
possibility that certain Chinese may get some creature comforts and slight the fact that it comes 
at the horrendous cost of human liberty to all. The New York Times says that the secret goal of 
Chinese communism is capitalism. The Economist points to a positive scenario, suggesting 
incredulity and irony that the regime responsible for the Tiananmen Square killings should be "in 
charge of what may prove to be the greatest economic miracle ever: the lifting of 1.2 billion 
people out of poverty and the creation, possibly within a generation, of an economy bigger than 
America's." 

Unnamed Chinese intellectuals are cited by the New York Times as believing in some 
sort of "peaceful evolution" -- despite the express denial of the Communist Party which calls this 
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a Western plot. Hoped for, said the Times on October 19th, is that in a decade or two, while there 
might still be the domination of one party, nevertheless the "Communist revolution might still be 
part of its legacy but only in a general way, just as people in France can continue to be proud of 
the French Revolution without wanting to set up a guillotine in a downtown square." 

Pain, Not Theories 

The guillotine would be an improvement in Red China, where many are sent to the 
"shackle board" (menbanliao) either to be tortured before being killed, or to be tortured endlessly 
-- sometimes with electric prods -- on this door-sized plank with handcuffs for arms and legs and 
a hole for excretion. There are many such agonies being meted out even now to those who were 
involved in the socalled democracy movement and to other political prisoners (although Red 
China denies it has such political prisoners). 

There are various brutal uses of electrical assault (dian ji), including shocks to the face, 
ears, and mouth. Sometimes the authorities find the pain desensitizes the victims, so they up the 
ante with "electro-curing therapy," whereby the baton is kept on the skin until it cooks the flesh. 

There is gui bian, or whipping while down on one's knees, where the prisoner, with 
buttocks exposed, is forced to say he has behaved badly, then is punished for his "misbehavior." 
A variety of fetters, chains, and handcuffs are utilized with agonizing results, including "country 
cuffs" (tushoukao) or "tiger cuffs," so-called because they feel like a wild animal is gnawing at 
you. Rod fetters and multiple fetters are used to immobilize individuals or shackle several 
together tightly as a form of collective punishment; when one wants to go to the bathroom, for 
example, all have to move. Sleeping becomes almost impossible in such situations. 

Martial-art practice (Jiao quanjiao) is another sadistic form of punishment in Red China's 
detention centers, with guards kicking and beating prisoners senseless. Cell bosses, who are 
appointed by the prison officials themselves, inflict internal abuses -- including forcing prisoners 
to "pay respects to the cell god," which includes kneeling in front of the toilet bucket (the 
so-called "cassia blossom vase") and even sucking up its contents through a straw. 

These scurrilous behaviors and degradations, and a hideous catalogue of others, are found 
in a compilation by Asia Watch called Anthems of Defeat, with accounts smuggled out of 
prisons in Hunan Province between 1989 and 1992 by student protesters and others. 

Personal Account 

Hongda Harry Wu, a researcher at the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace 
at Stanford, who spent 19 years in Red China's slave camps starting in 1960, has spoken widely 
about the horrors imposed by the Reds and written about them in Laogai: The Chinese Gulag. 

Wu estimates that today there are as many as 20 million people kept in prisons, detention 
centers, labor-reform camps (/aogaidui), as well as victims of jiuve, which requires that even 
those who have completed sentences continue in their former roles. As Dinah Lee noted in the 
Wall Street Journal for July 24th: "Jiuye are the estimated 8 million to 10 million souls, who, 
having completed their sentences, are then assigned to see out the rest of their life in the same 
prison, at the same job, for about half the wages of a normal Chinese worker. This is the category 
of 'nonconvict labor' that is increasingly being passed off to potential foreign investors and 
buyers as a work force of free people." 

Mr. Wu focuses on Qinghai (pronounced "Ching-high"), which he calls Red China's 
Siberia, a landlocked, largely barren province. He estimates that one-quarter of the population of 
this province is made up of prisoners, as well as former prisoners and their families. In the 
provincial capital of Xining, one local recalled being taken frequently as a school child to 
witness executions -- which, he says, are still happening, but with the rallies being saved for 
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special occasions. And, as noted in the Toronto Globe and Mail, "Xining's downtown shopping 
street, Nanda, is lined with prison-factory outlets selling toys, jade carvings, foam rubber 
mattresses, and machine tools. On Nanshan Road, sprawling prison factories manufacture 
everything from leather miniskirts to bricks." 

Now, of course, that is one side of the story. The Beijing Review this August told readers 
of the bad old days when prisons were tools of the feudal and bureaucratic classes, and during 
the 1940s when "special agents sent by the United States and Chiang Kaishek savagely tortured 
and secretly murdered revolutionaries .... After the founding of the People's Republic, the 
people's government established a new type of socialist prison, where the prisoners are regarded 
as human beings, and where their dignity is respected, their personal safety is ensured, and where 
they receive fully humane treatment." Surely, communists wouldn't lie, would they? 

Some Economic Numbers 

In fact, of course, Reds do lie. Still, we continue to use their statistics of vast economic 
growth because there is little else with which to measure. We are told that during the first eight 
months of this year, Beijing's GNP grew by the annualized rate of 14 percent, with industrial 
output up 20 percent. The U.S. cringes when Beijing threatens punitive trade action. Yet the 
United States represents a full quarter of the Chinese export market, and China isn't about to 
shoot itself in the foot. (Last year, the U.S. trade deficit with Red China -- which is second only 
to Japan's -- was $12.7 billion, and is growing this year.) Of course, traders must overlook the 
fact that it is illegal to import goods made with prison labor into the U.S., and that Chinese 
prison labor produces everything from garments to steel pipes, stamping presses, and monkey 
wrenches. 

Chinese imports into the U.S. are very labor-intensive, including $6 billion worth of 
shoes and clothes. Products from Communist Chinese, the Wall Street Journal reports, make up 
a third of the U.S. toy market, 10 percent of the footwear market, and 15 percent of the imported 
apparel market. But the Bush Administration and China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs signed a 
piece of paper in August prohibiting exports of goods produced by prison labor, almost 
impossible to enforce given Red China's secrecy in such matters, and which they have ignored in 
the past. 

Our government also just made another tariff deal with Beijing (a potential trade war 
might have been an embarrassment to the Bush Administration, which has repeatedly fought off 
attempts to downgrade Beijing's Most Favored Nation status). Yet, in October a 
Chinese-government-run textile company was charged in Manhattan with evading U.S. import 
laws by falsely labeling garments. Such conspiracies are estimated to have involved as much as 
$2 billion in 1991. 

The Chinese communists want to continue to "capture" the West through trade, having 
studied about the nooses that real capitalists will sell and with which they will be eventually 
hanged. And it is not that long until July 1, 1997, when Hong Kong will fall under their control. 
Tiny Hong Kong, according to 1990 trade figures, imported some $6.8 billion in U.S. goods (per 
capita, that is more than three times what Japan bought from us), while all of Mainland China 
was importing but $4.8 billion. Thus, plucking off the 13th largest market for U.S., goods (Hong 
Kong) is a goal well worth some equivocating by the Reds. Senator Mitch McConnell (RKY) 
reports that Hong Kong has over 900 U.S. companies with representative offices, 160 
U.S.-controlled factories, and U.S. banks with $99 billion in deposits. That's quite a haul almost 
in Beijing's grasp. 

Red China gets lots of help from the outside. Foreign companies have invested twice as 
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much money there this year as last, according to the China Daily. BankAmerica, Citicorp, and 
Deutsche Bank were among those making trips to China this summer, looking for business. 
Communist China already receives much aid through multilateral organizations, as noted in a 
Wall Street Journal editorial on July 29th: "These resources are funneled through China's central 
government, strengthening its purse and its power over Chinese citizens' lives. China is the third 
largest recipient of U.N.-sponsored development aid. And organizations such as the Asian 
Development Bank and the World Bank continue to act as sugar daddies for China's corrupt, 
wasteful and representative Communist system." 

What does all this cost in human terms? A former reporter for the New China News 
Agency now at San Jose State University, Zhou He, notes that Red China remains "a country 
where the Party and the government control almost everything -- the timing of birth, food 
rationing, personal mobility, individual careers, and ideological tendencies." 

Military Build-up 

The Western press continues to run "cute" stories about China: How the McDonald's in 
Beijing has its own party chief; how the party line excuses capitalism because Karl Marx once 
dabbled in the stock market; or how Beijing distributed 200,000 fly swatters this summer, 
attacking the little critters the better to boost the city's chances to host the Olympic Games in the 
year 2000. (We remember a similar fly campaign under Chairman Mao.) Frequently lost in the 
shuffle are less charming accounts of, say, monks being brutalized in Tibet. Similarly, the Dalai 
Lama's office in exile this August issued a statement hitting Beijing's population resettlement 
policy, which "could very well be a part of China's 'final solution' for Tibet." 

Communist China has serious intentions, especially over the oil and gas resources in the 
South China Sea. Its so-called parliament has laid claim to Taiwan, the Senkaku Islands, and the 
Spratly Archipelago. The People's Liberation Army, according to the Central Committee report 
in October, is a "steel Great Wall for maintaining the people's democratic dictatorship." (Yet, 
more attention was paid by sinologists to the gerontocracy put out to pasture by the People's 
Congress.) Showing that muscle, Communist China has recently bought 24 SU-27 jet fighters 
from Russia, has been negotiating with Moscow for tanks and MiG-31 aircraft, and has shown an 
intent to procure an aircraft carrier under construction in Ukraine. Air-to-air refueling technology 
has recently come from Tehran, with some surmising additional help in this regard emanated 
from Pakistan and Israel. Beijing has announced it will build Iran's first nuclear power plant -- 
with our intelligence community indicating that Tehran is looking to Beijing for missiles and 
nuclear-weapons technology. 

In May China even set off its biggest underground nuclear blast, 70 times the power of 
that exploded over Hiroshima, and larger than the limit of explosions the U.S. is maintaining. 
The likely goal is a new inter-continental ballistic missile. Surface-to-air and cruise missiles are 
also reportedly on Beijing's shopping list. Red China's most recent military interest, reported in 
the New York Times on October 18th, is Russian missile-guidance technology and advanced 
rocket-engine technology. 

Of course, the Bush Administration did just announce the sale of F-16 jet aircraft to rival 
Taiwan (not the most advanced version), but almost all observers see this as primarily an attempt 
for domestic votes. Red China, for all its official "shock and outrage," sounds a bit like the 
inspector from Casablanca; hard-headed pragmatists are not going to be overly put off by a little 
back-sliding from Western politicians. Why should they be? When Beijing sold a nuclear reactor 
to Iran, and after the F-16 sale to the Republic of China on Taiwan, the U.S. punishment was 
actually a payoff to Beijing in the form of approving the sale of six space satellites whose 
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purchase had been delayed for over a year. Red China, which last year said it would not export 
goods made with prison labor, was caught the same month shipping to the U.S. diesel engines 
made by those slaves. Red China, which has signed on to international arms non-proliferation 
agreements and been therefore praised by the U.S., continues -- as reported by the Scripps 
Howard News Service -- to sell military goods to "Iraq, Libya, and Syria, among others, 
luminaries on the State Department's list of terrorist-exporting nations." 

Liberal Excuses 

In the West, apologists come up with theories about how the market economy can work 
in a police state -- with conjectures that perhaps the Chinese future is not that of Marxism, even 
if it does have the authoritarian nature of Leninism. The only socialist feature, say others, is that 
of the monopoly of political power maintained by the party. Liberal moralists who decried the 
ethical nearsightedness of dealing with fascists who made the trains run on time see business 
with bloody-handed Communist China as the stepping-stone to civilized behavior on their part -- 
exhibiting outright moral blindness. 

But the elderly revolutionaries in China are having none of this business about peaceful 
evolution, and party secretary Jiang Zemin in October blasted the U.S. ("any big, strong, or rich 
country") for using human rights issues against other nations. Not that the old guard has much to 
fear on that score. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. How many people are employed by the United Nations? And how much does the United 
States pour into the world organization? 
-- T.E., Bartow, FL 


A. There are almost 52,000 people employed by the United Nations and its offspring, plus 
another 10,000 or so consultants. Despite the fact that 15 countries pay some 80 percent of the 
regular UN budget, they are regularly outvoted by those that pay the minimum. That minimum is 
one hundredth of one percent, which is the assessment of 44 of the current members. Of the total 
staff, the Secretariat employs about 14,000; the subsidiary UN bodies, more than 21,000; and the 
specialized agencies, almost 16,000. 

The U.S. provides most of the regular UN budget, 25 percent, with Japan next at 12.45 
percent. Since the rounding of the UN, the United States has been bilked the most -- over $20 
billion. Charges of waste at the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization have, 
however, led to its most dramatic cutting of staff in history. According to an official from its 
Paris headquarters, on September 30th UNESCO announced it would dismiss 19 of its 26,000 
employees! 

Q. Have the media been giving Al Gore a free ride by not publicizing what is really in his 
book Earth in the Balance? 

-- T.E. Southglenn, CO 


A. Well, the ride sure hasn't hurt Senator Gore. It is also true that the Bush-Quayle campaign 
didn't get the word out very well either, although on rare occasion George Bush did note that 
Gore has called for the "elimination of the internal combustion engine." The Tennessee senator 
maintains in his book that the automobile industry "poses a mortal threat to the security of every 
nation, that is more deadly than that of any military enemy we're ever again likely to confront." 
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Admiral Stockdale, though his comments were much ignored, said of Gore in the vice 
presidential debate: "The things he fears the most are not dangerous." 


Q. Did the Rockefellers support Margaret Sanger's birth-control efforts? 
-- S.E.R., Prichard, AL 


A. The founder of Planned Parenthood, Margaret Sanget, opened the first birthcontrol clinic in 
the U.S. in 1916. As noted in the new book Woman of Valor, by Ellen Chesler, among Sanger's 
supporters were indeed members of the Rockefeller family. Chesler also notes that radicals and 
communists such as John Reed, Big Bill Haywood, and Emma Goldman were frequent visitors 
and backers of the Sangers. Both Mr. and Mrs. Sanger were members of the Socialist Party in the 
days of Eugene Debs. 

For a better look at Sanger's support of the eugenics movement -- one which Planned 
Parenthood would rather not have publicized today -- consider George Grant's 1988 volume 
Grand Illusions (which is being updated and reprinted by Adroit Press, Franklin, Tennessee). 
You see, Mrs. Sanger and the Nazis had similar ideas and, in fact, in an April 1933 issue of her 
magazine Birth Control Review, she even carried an article by Erst Rudin, Adolf Hitler's 
director of genetic sterilization. A founder of the Nazi Society for Racial Hygiene, Rudin wrote 
for Sanger a piece called "Eugenic Sterilization: An Urgent Need." Sanger herself wrote: "More 
children from the fit, less from the unfit -- that is the chief aim of birth control." The unfit, to her, 
were "all non-Aryan people." 

A hero of the feminist movement much honored by Planned Parenthood to this day, 
Margaret Sanger said such things as: "The most merciful thing that a large family can do to one 
of its infant members is to kill it." 

Concerning her so-called "Negro Project," which she began in 1939, Sanger wrote: "The 
most successful educational approach to the Negro is through a religious appeal. We do not want 
the word to get out that we want to exterminate the Negro population, and the minister is the man 
who can straighten out that idea if it occurs to any of their more rebellious members." This 
zealot, remarkably, is the woman Life magazine called one of the 100 most important Americans 
of this century. 


Q. Has William F. Buckley Jr. taken a position on homosexuals in the military? 
-- V.M., Alexandria, LA 


A. As so often happens with the man the Left has crowned its favorite conservative, Buckley 
has abdicated again -reminiscent of his positions on, for example, legalization of marijuana and 
prostitution, endless championing of Henry Kissinger, and abrogation of the right to keep and 
bear arms, to cite a few that jump to mind. Buckley's rationale in a recent column: "If America 
can survive the tenure of a commander in chief suffering from first-degree satyriasis [an apparent 
reference to JFK], presumably a gay sergeant who obeys military regulations shouldn't endanger 
the republic, or even his platoon." 

But there are plenty of good reasons for excluding from military service those who 
practice perversion. As the Marine Corps chaplain formally stated this summer, homosexuals in 
the military are a "physical and psychological" threat to other troops, and repealing the ban 
would hurt recruiting, undermine morale, and escalate the number of AIDS cases in the armed 
services. Though Buckley may wish otherwise, the military is not a literary society. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 
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Hate Crimes 
WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Be careful! Your "politically incorrect" opinions and attitudes have been given a 
new label 


On April 23, 1990, President Bush signed the Hate Crime Statistics Act, a measure 
instructing the Justice Department to compile statistics about crimes motivated by prejudice 
based upon race, ethnicity, religion, and sexual "orientation." The passage of the Act 
consummated seven years of effort on the part of the homosexual lobby. By including "sexual 
orientation" as a protected category, the Hate Crimes Act circumnavigates America's moral 
consensus. Furthermore, for statistical purposes verbal "assaults" upon homosexuals are assigned 
the same weight as violent assault. 

Since George Bush signed the Hate Crimes Statistics Act in April 1990, the federal 
government, many state and municipal governments, and various nongovernmental "watchdog" 
groups have been at war with "improper" attitudes and unsanctioned opinions. A declaration of 
war upon an abstraction -- such as "racism," "sexism," or "hate" -- is a rationale for a perpetual 
crusade and an enlargement of State power. 

Under the U.S. Constitution, the police authority of the State is intended to serve 
strictly-defined, limited objectives: It is to protect law-abiding citizens from crimes committed 
against their rights, persons, or property. But in recent years there has been an inversion in the 
State's priorities, best captured in an observation made by Karl Hess in the September issue of 
Liberty magazine: 

The hallowed saying that "sticks and stones may break your bones but words can never 

hurt you" is obsolete. Now, when the sticks and stones break your bones, in a riot, 

for instance, it is either your fault directly, or society's, and the bone-breaking is 

forgiven in the major media. But utter a phrase that disturbs someone, and outrage 

flares against the words that are said to be unbearably hurtful. 

The Hate Crimes Act has given legal expression to the academic phenomenon of 
"political correctness." The State is devoting its police authority to the task of attitude control 
and correction. In his memoir Against All Hope, former Cuban political prisoner Armando 
Valladares informs us that in Castro's jails, common prisoners -- thieves, murderers, and the like 
-- were treated much better than those who were jailed for crimes against the State. Similar 
priorities are being manifest in America as the hate crimes concept takes hold. In violation of the 
constitutional principle of equal justice under the law, a victim hierarchy is being established: If 
present trends continue, criminal penalties may soon be assigned on the basis of the victim's race, 
gender, or sexual "orientation" rather than the severity of the crime. Additionally, the State is 
devising ways of quarantining "incorrect" attitudes and political opinions. Religious liberty and 
freedom of speech are imperiled by the emerging anti-hate crimes regime. 

Political Psychotherapy 

Contemporary penology emphasizes "rehabilitation" rather than retribution or the attempt 
to obtain restitution from criminals. We are urged to regard criminals as "sick" individuals who 
can be "cured" rather than moral agents who should be punished in compliance with the 
requirements of justice. It should not surprise us that the same social elite that has thus perverted 
penology also regard "improper" politics to be a disease that must be cured. 

Shortly after the end of World War II, a group of social scientists led by Marxist Theodor 
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Adorno published a study entitled The Authoritarian Personality. The study purported to be an 
investigation of the roots of racial and religious prejudice; its prestige derived from the desire to 
understand the origins of the murderous anti-Semitism of the Hitler regime. But the genuine 
purpose of the Adorno study was to discredit social and political conservatism. 

According to the Adorno study, the "authoritarian" personality possesses "simplistic" 
notions of right and wrong, strictly-defined concepts of gender roles, and tendencies toward 
deference to religious and political authority figures. He is more concerned with the affairs of his 
local community than with intangible notions of "social justice." The study cultivated the 
impression among America's social elites that it was the duty of the State to "cure" citizens who 
possess such attitudes, lest violent bigotry take root and flourish in our society. 

Social critic Christopher Lasch has taken issue with the conclusions of the Adorno study 
and the assumptions it has deposited in our political culture: "The purpose of [the Adorno study] 
dictated the conclusion that prejudice, a psychological disorder rooted in the 'authoritarian' 
personality structure, could be eradicated only by subjecting the American people to what 
amounted to collective psychotherapy -- by treating them as inmates of an insane asylum." 
America's social engineer/therapists were therefore to be regarded as the sole residue of sanity. 
As Lasch observes, "They defended Liberalism not on the grounds that Liberal policies served 
the ends of justice and freedom, but on the grounds that other positions had their roots in 
personal pathology." 

Diagnosing the "Right" 

Adorno's disciples believed that aside from the saving remnant (that is, themselves), 
Americans were literally sick, and the sickest of the lot was the "radical right." In 1955, social 
scientist Daniel Bell edited and published a collection of essays entitled The New American 
Right. Eight years later he came out with an expanded version of this collection entitled The 
Radical Right. Bell borrowed heavily from Adorno's "enlightening" study, allowing that he had 
"some reservations about its methods and conclusions." The flaws of Adorno's work didn't 
dissuade Bell from adapting it in his effort to smear conservative Americans. 

Bell described Americans on the "radical right" as "pseudo-conservatives" and insisted, 
"They have little in common with the temperate and compromising spirit of true conservatism in 
the classical sense of the word. [T]heir political reactions express a rather profound if largely 
unconscious hatred of our society and its ways -- a hatred which one would hesitate to impute to 
them if one did not have suggestive clinical evidence." 

Bell free-associated right-wing "extremists" with the Ku Klux Klan and insisted that 
conservative politics was merely a manifestation of "status anxiety." The various tenets of 
conservative politics, according to Bell, were surrogates for racial hostilities. In his opinion, one 
graduated from anti-black prejudice or anti-Semitism into conservative politics "much in the 
same way as the average American, if he can manage it, will move on from a Ford to a Buick." 
Among these disguised prejudices Bell listed "the incredibly bitter feeling against the United 
Nations." Other contributors to his book expanded the inventory of political opinions that arose 
from "submerged prejudice." In this fashion members of the political elite narrowed the compass 
of acceptable political opinion. 

Reviewing Bell's volume, anti-statist Murray Rothbard notes, "The soft Marxists and 
liberals of the 1950s and '60s engaged in Marxo-Freudian psychobabble to infer, in the name of 
psychological 'science,' that their opponents were, well, kind of crazy." 

Rothbard observes that the Bell volume referred to genuine conservatism as "the politics 
of resentment": "Anger by the good guys, the accredited victim groups, is designated as 'rage' ... 
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on the other hand, anger by the designated oppressor groups is not called 'rage,' but 'resentment.' 
.... Resentful" people -- that is, conservatives and others who resist "correct" politics -- are 
perceived as "trying to undo the benevolent rule of wise elites concerned for the public good." It 
is useful to recall that following the Los Angeles riots the Establishment cognoscenti urged us to 
understand the "rage" of the rioters; by way of contrast those same deep thinkers dismiss 
opposition to homosexuality (for example) as "the politics of resentment." 

The Establishment has an obvious interest in neutralizing opposition by dismissing it as 
prejudice or "hate-mongering." Unapproved opinions are said to carry "code words" that disguise 
prejudice; the next logical step is to criminalize or otherwise restrict "hate speech." 
"Therapeutic" programs are imposed upon communities in an effort to reeducate the public. Of 
course, dissenters from the Establishment line are execrated as "hate mongers" and 
excommunicated from civic society. 


The invention of the term "homophobia" to invalidate opposition to homosexuality is a variant 
of the Adorno/Bell approach. In 1967, New York psychotherapist George Weinberg devised the 
term "homophobia," which he defined as an "obsessive fear or hatred of homosexuals." At the 
time that Weinberg devised his neologism, homosexuality was still regarded by the psychiatric 
community as an affliction. This changed in 1973 when, after a lengthy campaign of intimidation 
by militant homosexual groups, the American Psychiatric Association removed homosexuality 
from its list of psychological disorders. Weinberg was eventually given an award by the APA for 
inventing the term "homophobia." 

Weinberg's term reflects a political agenda, not a therapeutic conclusion. In his view, 
"The prevalent negative attitudes toward homosexuals still cause immense hatred, not just to 
gays but to those close to them and to all the righteous." According to Weinberg, those attitudes 
need not find overt expression in order to cause harm: "Apart from the evil done to homosexuals, 
many people who do not act overtly against them want to erase them from the mind, to annihilate 
them mentally." For Weinberg and those of his persuasion, such "mental annihilation" is as much 
a violent act as a physical assault. Accordingly, the effort to eradicate "homophobia" postulates a 
government responsibility to eliminate "violent" thoughts. 

Weinberg maintains that those who do not "affirm" homosexuals in their chosen lifestyle 
are homophobic. One cannot condemn the sin and love the sinner, Weinberg maintains. 
Furthermore, one who sees no reason to protect homosexuals is diagnosed as "mildly 
homophobic." Those who cite historical facts and present realities in opposition to the 
homosexual "rights" agenda are referred to as "intensely homophobic." 

Weinberg maintains that homophobia is, in part, an "irrational fear of contagion," 
meaning that those who oppose homosexuality are unreasonably afraid that the "lifestyle" can be 
transmitted by contact with homosexuals. (Since sexual molestation of children is regarded by 
many homosexuals as an initiation ritual, this fear is hardly irrational.) But Weinberg frequently 
refers to "virulent homophobia" -- as if devotion to traditional morality were a contagious 
disease. 

Treating "Homophobia" 

Because homophobia is a sickness, it must be contained and eliminated. Weinberg 
informs those who "suffer" from "homophobia" that they must be cured: "To solve the problem 
of homophobia would in my opinion do much more than give homosexuals a fair chance. It 
would release the homophobe from the bonds of his own fear and in many cases his own 
obsessions." That "disease," Weinberg observes, is found primarily among orthodox Jews, 
fundamentalist Christians, and traditionalist Catholics. This assumption has migrated from the 
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fringes into the mainstream. A 1989 taxpayer-funded study produced by the National Research 
Council concluded that the Judeo-Christian perspective on homosexuality is a "deeply rooted 
social pathology." 

A method has been found to enlist the government in the effort to "cure" traditional 
attitudes regarding homosexuality. Those attitudes have been redefined as "prejudices" and 
verbal expression of "prejudice" has been re-christened "violence." These definitions have been 
used in reports on "anti-gay violence" released by the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force 
(NGLTF) every year since 1984. 

The NGLTF defines homophobia as "unfounded and long-standing notions that gay 
people are sick, sinful, or predatory" and maintains that such notions "have fostered hostility that 
leads to anti-gay violence." Except for a few documented examples of physical assault, the 
"violence" cited by the reports consists mostly of verbal abuse. The 1984 survey reported that 86 
percent of all "anti-gay violence" consisted of "verbal insults." Of the 5,463 reported incidents 
accounted for in the 1987 NGLTF report, 85 percent were verbal harassment, threats, vandalism, 
or police "negligence." According to the NGLTF, the police are guilty of hate crimes when 
officers wear rubber gloves while dealing with homosexual protesters, or when they interfere 
with homosexual liaisons in public restrooms. 

Clearly the definition of an "anti-gay" crime is designed to serve the political interests of 
the homosexual movement rather than the cause of equal justice. In 1990, the "bias crime unit" 
of the New York City Police Department recorded 71 "anti-gay crimes." During the same period 
the New York "Anti-Violence Project," using much more emancipated definitions, claimed to 
have recorded 403 "anti-gay crimes." 

Even as the homosexual lobby has grown in political influence, Weinberg's concepts 
have percolated up through the federal bureaucracy. In 1987, the National Institute of Justice -- 
the research arm of the Justice Department -- produced a survey that ratified the assumption that 
of all minority groups, homosexuals are the most frequent victims of "hate" violence. In the same 
year, the National Institutes of Mental Health held a research conference on anti-gay violence, 
and the House Judiciary Committee first considered a "hate crimes" act. 

Homosexual Hate Groups 

The tendentiousness of the "hate crimes" concept is illustrated in the fact that neither the 
media nor the government ever refers to outrages wrought by homosexuals as "hate crimes," nor 
are homosexual hate groups referred to as such. ACT-UP (the AIDS Coalition To Unleash 
Power) is a group that has invaded religious services, threatened the lives of public officials, and 
disrupted television news programs. In spite of the group's amply-documented penchant for 
violence and disruption, members of ACT-UP have served on an advisory panel to the National 
Institutes of Health. 

Jefferey Pollard, a founding member of ACT-UP/DC in the nation's capital, has revealed 
that members of his group have appealed to Adolf Hitler's Mein Kampf for tactical advice. 
Pollard candidly refers to the group as "fascist." Nor is that characterization properly applied 
only to the Washington DC chapter. Larry Kramer, a playwright and a founder of ACT-UP, told 
OutWeek magazine that he wishes that angry homosexuals would create a terrorist organization. 
Kramer is not without influence. He was featured as a member of America's "cultural elite" in 
the October 5th issue of Newsweek. 

In the November/December 1990 issue of Mother Jones magazine, ACTUP member 
Michael Petaglis lamented the "missed opportunities" at the 1990 International AIDS Conference 
in San Francisco: "We should have shut down the subway and burned city hall. I think rioting is 
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a valid lactic and should be tried." Nor would Petaglis contain his ambitions to property damage: 
"If someone took out [murdered] Jesse Helms or William Dannemeyer of California, I would be 
the first to stand up and applaud." 

When ACT-UP invaded St. Patrick's Cathedral in New York City in December 1989, 
desecrated the host, and assaulted worshipers with profane verbal abuse, the incident was not 
designated a hate crime. Earlier this year the Vatican urged Catholics to uphold traditional 
church teachings about homosexuality. The Nation magazine condemned the Vatican's 
admonition as a hate crime and suggested that ACT-UP should prepare for another attack upon 
the Church. This attempt to incite anti-Catholic violence followed The Nation's publication of an 
essay by Gore Vidal, in which he declared, "I now favor an all-out war on the monotheists" 
because of their opposition to homosexuality (and other depravities cherished by Vidal). 

In the effort to destigmatize homosexuality, marginalized activist groups have worked in 
collusion with unaccountable bureaucracies to bring about radical changes in government policy. 
The passage of the Hate Crimes Statistics Act has encouraged much more collusion of this sort, 
as activist organizations, encouraged by the government and tax-exempt foundations, assemble 
"educational" efforts and form "watch-dog" groups. To appreciate the implications of this 
development, it may be helpful to examine some of the affairs of Canada. 


In many of the leading indicators of socialist decline, Canada is ahead of the United States. On 
April 17, 1982 Canada enacted the "Charter of Rights and Freedoms" -- essentially a bill of 
rights. As is the case in America, Canadian courts are inclined toward activism: The judicial 
doctrine of "entrenchment" assures that the courts will have the ultimate decision on the meaning 
of the Rights Charter. 

In 1986, the "conservative" government of Prime Minister Brian Mulroney promised that 
"sexual orientation" would be included as a protected category in the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. Although the Conservative Party is not in one accord on the issue of homosexual 
"rights" and its promises have yet to be consummated, Canadian courts have interpreted Section 
15 of the Charter of Rights to include "sexual orientation" as a protected category. 

Assaulting the Mounties 

Last April, Canada's media was abuzz with reports of an anti-homosexual "witch hunt" 
conducted by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) between 1959 and 1969. The RCMP 
was understandably concerned about the vulnerability of Canadian civil servants to Soviet 
blackmail. This concern was underscored by an incident in which an employee of the Canadian 
embassy in Moscow was photographed by Soviet agents in a homosexual encounter. 
Accordingly, the RCMP sought to identify homosexuals in government service and among those 
who comprised the government's recruiting pool. At the time, homosexual behavior was still 
forbidden by the Canadian Criminal Code. 

In 1959, an RCMP panel reported that homosexuals "often appear to believe that the 
accepted ethical code which governs normal human relationships does not apply to them." By 
1961 about 120 homosexuals in the Canadian government had resigned or been dismissed. By 
1967 the RCMP had produced a list of another 395 public officials to be purged. But by that time 
the consensus among Canada's governing elite had shifted, and nothing was done with the 
RCMP's recommendation. 

Following last April's press reports about the RCMP purge, Prime Minister Mulroney 
was questioned about the matters by Svend Robinson, a liberal member of Parliament who is 
also an open homosexual. Mulroney described the RCMP investigation as "odious" and "a 
fundamental violation of the rights of Canadians." He promised to order Paul Tellier, clerk of the 
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Privy Council (Canada's top civil servant) to investigate the affair. 

At the same time that Mulroney was execrating the RCMP for its effort to clean house, 
the new politically correct RCMP was actively discriminating against white males. An internal 
RCMP memo stated that the police force would no longer accept white male job applicants, 
bypassing them in favor of women, natives, and "visible minorities." This was the result of 
strictly defined affirmative action quotas. Nick Taylor, a liberal legislator from Alberta, deflected 
criticism of the RCMP policy by declaring, "For anybody to say white males in Canada are in 
any danger of being pushed around is stretching credibility a fair way. The RCMP should reflect 
a cross-section of society, not an exclusive preserve for white males." Accordingly, for Canada's 
governing elite, the RCMP's mission as a law enforcement body is less important than its 
function as a laboratory for experiments in "social justice." 

In Canada the national government and each provincial government has a "Human Rights 
Commission" that serves as a clearinghouse for grievances. Dr. Tom Flanagan, a political 
scientist who advises Canada's Reform Party, explains that these commissions can deliver 
enforceable verdicts on human rights complaints; the verdicts may be appealed through the 
Canadian court system. 

Flanagan describes the influence and effect of the Canadian Human Rights Commissions 
as similar to what would result in America if the ACLU were to become an authorized 
department of the government. According to Flanagan, "The commissions are definitely not 
neutral bodies. They frequently serve the propaganda interests of a definable party line." 

There are also official restraints on debate within Canada's political culture. The official 
standards that govern radio and television broadcasts in Canada require "balance" in all political 
discussions. This mandate applies not only to state-employed broadcasters of the CBC, but to 
private broadcasters as well. The "balance" requirement prevents the expression of unambiguous 
moral declarations and partisan political opinions by broadcasters. If, for instance, a religious 
broadcaster wanted to expound biblical doctrines condemning homosexuality, he would be 
required to provide equal time for a representative of the sodomite lobby or decline to address 
the subject. This exerts what liberals are fond of calling a "chilling effect" upon political speech. 
Notes Flanagan, "It's easy to suppress your opinions, to become apologetic about them, and start 
playing their [the Establishment's] game." 

Broadcasters who act in violation of the "balance" guidelines find themselves vulnerable 
to fines and charges under the Rights Charter. Further constricting free speech in Canada is the 
"Hate Propaganda" provision of the Canadian Criminal Code. This measure recently led to the 
prosecution of Alberta schoolteacher Jim Keegstra on the charge of "willfully promoting hatred 
against an identifiable group," specifically the Jews. Mr. Keegstra is a selfdescribed anti-Semite, 
and thus his views deserve no sympathy from decent people. However, the charge used against 
him is easily turned against honorable people who seek to express their opinions about 
homosexuality, feminism, and immigration. Once the State can criminalize opinions, the 
weapons that are deployed against obvious bigots can also be trained upon respectable, 
law-abiding citizens. 

Here in the U.S., passage of the Hate Crimes Statistics Act has been followed with an 
unprecedented effort to reeducate the American citizenry. The May 13, 1991 issue of the Atlanta 
Constitution reported: 

Diversity, sensitivity and awareness are buzzwords of the 1990s. They are trumpeted at 

seminars, retreats and training classes for police, media, blue-chip businesses, the 

armed forces, academia, transit authorities, and retail, sales and service personnel. 
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But can individuals change lifelong prejudices -- racism, sexism, ageism and 
homophobia -- and if so, what? 
"Diversity Consultants" 

The Constitution profiled Charles H. King Jr., a "diversity consultant" in Atlanta. His 
approach begins with the invocation of a racial stereotype. The Constitution observes, "Dr. King 
jolts seminar participants from the start using confrontational tactics. He accuses all white men 
of being racists." During a session described in the report, King thrust his snarling face into that 
of a Michigan insurance salesman and bellowed, "You don't like me, do you, Fred? And I'll tell 
you why. Most white males don't like a black man acting as their peer or superior. My manner 
makes you feel uncomfortable." 

Another "diversity" activist profiled in the Atlanta Constitution article is Bill Gripp of 
the Atlanta Gay Center, who lectures trainees at the Atlanta Police Academy: "I point out that 
gays and cops have a lot in common -- we're often despised for what we represent, not for who 
we are as individuals." 

Government mandates regarding "diversity" have created a market for "diversity 
consulting firms" in many communities. One such is Copeland Griggs Productions of San 
Francisco, which develops "diversity" programs for use on campus and in corporate training 
sessions. Another example is Project Reach, a New York City firm. run by Donald Kao. Project 
Reach implements "diversity" programs at colleges throughout the country. 

Kao specifies that "tolerance" is not his desideratum: "Tolerance implies that there's still 
discomfort with the other person." Kao's seminars encourage students and business leaders to 
believe that white people are "privileged" because they are regarded as the "norm"; he insists that 
equality requires the abolition of "normal" as a category: 

If you are feeling comfortable or normal, then you are probably oppressing someone, 

whether that person is a woman or a gay or whatever. [W]e probably won't rid our 

society of racism until everyone strives to be abnormal. 

Although Donald Kao and Charles King use quite dissimilar methods, their fundamental 
approach is the same. They seek to dispel stereotypes by accusing all white men of being 
"oppressors" and latent racists. They sow contention in the hope of harvesting harmony; they 
preach "diversity" in order to bring about uniformity of thought. Similar efforts are being carried 
out by governments at the state and municipal levels in communities throughout America. 

In November 1991, a "progressive" organization in Dubuque, Iowa called "Tri-State 
Community 2000" released poll results indicating that the compelling majority of the population 
supports efforts to bring about "racial and ethnic diversity" and "positive attitudes" about 
diversity. These results were cited in support of Dubuque's Constructive Integration Plan, which 
was endorsed by the city council in May 1991. (Those who responded to the Community 2000 
poll were not asked about the integration plan.) 

Iowa journalist Lorrin Anderson advises us, "The Plan could hardly have been more 
effectively designed to stir up racial animosity if that had been the intention." Dubuque is 
predominantly white; it has also been mired in an economic slump. The local government has 
decided that rather than pursuing economic growth (which requires government to restrain its 
intrusive instincts), it will encourage the "recruitment of employees of color on the full spectrum 
of employment," including entry-level positions. Dubuque's Diversity Directorate commanded 
the city to recruit 100 minority families by 1995. This cannot fail to generate tension. As Francis 
Guinta, head of Dubuque's Federation of Labor, observes, "People believe the pie is shrinking, 
and they are not in the mood to share their piece." In this fashion a Diversity Directorate creates 
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business for itself. 

Dubuque's Community 2000 organization is kindred to "human rights" task forces and 
committees across the country. In Utah -- considered by some to be a relatively conservative 
state -- Republican Governor Norman Bangerter created the "Martin Luther King Jr. Human 
Rights Commission" by executive order on July 30, 1991. The body lobbied for the passage of a 
state hate crimes bill that would include "sexual orientation" as a protected category. Utah's 
legislature passed a hate crimes bill that did not include special status for homosexuals. 

During the summer and fall of this year, the Utah Human Rights Commission conducted 
"Project Outreach," in which it visited with local "human relations" groups in Utah cities. The 
commission has urged the public to regard "sexual orientation" as a protected category in the 
state's hate crimes law, notwithstanding the legislature's decision. 

Offensive Comparison 

The Utah Human Rights Commission is less than fastidious about law and order. This 
July, Utah executed convicted murderer William Andrews for his role in a 1973 robbery and 
murder. Because Andrews was black, many in Utah's "social justice" movement maintained that 
his sentence was rooted in racism. Speaking at a memorial following Andrews' execution, Steve 
Hawkins of the NAACP described the execution as "a death of innocence like [that of] Jesus 
Christ." Obviously, this remark was profoundly offensive to Utah Christians who could see little 
resemblance between the Savior they worship and a convicted criminal who tortured and 
murdered innocent people. But it may have reflected the collective sentiment of the state's 
Human Rights Commission. 

On August 3rd, the Utah NAACP created the "William Andrews Committee for Equal 
Justice," the purpose of which is to monitor the law enforcement and judiciary systems in Utah 
for racial grievances. During a "Project Outreach" meeting in Orem, Utah on August 11th, Utah 
State Representative Joanne Milner, a member of the Human Rights Committee, stated that the 
committee would work closely with the William Andrews Committee on "equal justice" issues. 
Thus, an official body established by a "conservative" governor has found common cause with a 
pressure group named after a murderer. 

Another incident provided a cause célébre for "human rights" opportunists in Utah. On 
August 7th, an 18-year-old man named Steve Manzanares was involved in an attempted robbery 
in which he was shot in the head by a sheriff's deputy. The officer had seen a flash of metal in 
Manzanares' hand and mistakenly believed it to be a gun. Fearing that his partner was in danger, 
the deputy fired. 

Manzanares is Hispanic. This fact was seized upon as proof of racial "insensitivity" on 
the part of Utah police authorities. Preeminent among the pressure groups urging the public to 
perceive the Manzanares shooting as a racial incident was the official Human Rights 
Commission. During its August 11th meeting in Orem and in other Project Outreach meetings, 
members of the commission suggested to local human relations officials that the shooting had 
been racially motivated and illustrated the need to placate minority groups. The next day Manuel 
Romero, chairman of the Utah Coalition of La Raza (a foundation-funded Hispanic pressure 
group) referred to Manzanares as "Utah's Rodney King" and began beating the drum for a 
civilian police review board. 

Coordinating agencies -- perhaps embryonic American versions of the Canadian Human 
Rights Commissions -- are in development. The Northwest Coalition Against Malicious 
Harassment (NWCAMH), headquartered in Seattle, could be considered a prototype of future 
regional "human rights" directorates in other parts of the United States. The coalition contains 
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210 public and private organizations in five states (Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and 
Wyoming). Its board of directors includes personal representatives of the governors of all five 
states; the group also inter-links with local and state "human rights" task forces and law 
enforcement agencies. There are plans for a similar Rocky Mountain Coalition Against 
Malicious Harassment that would include affiliates in Utah, Colorado, Nevada, Arizona, and 
New Mexico. 

Fighting "Bigotry" 

The NWCAMH held a conference in Eugene, Oregon from October 23-25. Entitled "To 
Find Common Ground," the event drew an estimated 1,000 people; religious leaders, educators, 
and law enforcement officials were heavily represented at the conference. Attendees enrolled in 
workshops that peddled the politically correct party line in the name of fighting "bigotry." 

Several workshops free-associated the religious right with hate groups like the KKK and 
the Aryan Nation. Opposition to abortion was described in one program as a species of prejudice. 
Another class examined "language as a weapon of hate" and suggested strategies for 
"neutralizing racist, sexist and homophobic [verbal] attacks." 

One lecturer purported to explain "the relationship between the white supremacist 
movement and the movement for traditional family values." (Little attention was paid to the fact 
that millions of black, oriental, and latino Americans are laboring to restore traditional family 
values.) 

Another session was set aside for a discussion of the "contemporary Far Right from the 
John Birch Society to the American Front" (the latter being a neo-Nazi cabal in Oregon). An 
overview of "Hate Crimes and the Law" was provided by former Oregon Attorney General 
David Frohnmeyer -- the brother of John Frohnmeyer, former chairman of the National 
Endowment for the Arts. The lesser-known Frohnmeyer is presently the dean of the University 
of Oregon law school. 

Not only were politically incorrect opinions described as variants of "bigotry" and 
unsanctioned speech as a "weapon," but according to the NWCAMH those on the "extreme 
right" have no right to political participation. One workshop offered an "examination of ballot 
box bigotry" and the "right wing assault upon democracy and community." Apparently a 
politically incorrect vote is also a hate crime. 

The Hate Crimes Statistics Act is just one element of a subsidized assault upon traditional 
values. To many observers, the Establishment appears to be indifferent to the collateral damage 
being done to freedom of speech and religious liberty. The truly informed will recognize that 
such freedoms are the primary targets of that assault. 


Return to Property Rights 

The September 14th issue of Forbes contains a refreshing essay entitled "Should We 
Abolish the EPA?" Building their case against the Environmental Protection Agency, Peter 
Brimelow and Leslie Spencer cite the agency's "own estimations that its regulations are costing a 
family of four some $1,800.00 a year, that industry's compliance costs now amount to some two 
percent of the GNP, and that clean air and water regulation alone depressed 1990 GNP almost 
Six percent." 

An earlier article in the July 6th issue shocked Forbes’ Establishment readers by 
suggesting that an alternative to bureaucratic regulation could be found in "a return to the 
American tradition of property rights and the common law tort." 

The September 14th article interviews Clemson University professor Roger Mainers, who 
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explains: "When citizens are in a common law regime it is up to them, individually or 
collectively, to enforce their rights rather than presume that it will be done by a benevolent 
state." 

Asked if the EPA should be abolished, Meiners says: "I would be in favor of abolishing 
that agency along with most other federal regulatory agencies." The arbitrary rule of bureaucrats 
would be replaced by the rule of law. (60 Fifth Ave., New York, NY 10011) 

More Regulation 

In an October Private Practice article entitled "Life in the Slow Lane: Government 
Regulation Stifles the U.S. Economy," Doug Bandow argues, "Federal regulation operates as a 
tax on individual citizens and society as a whole, as much as doubling the real burden of 
government." A quote from former Office of Management and Budget official Dr. Ron Utt 
summarizes the weight of liberal well wishing: 

The typical business in America, confronting a vast array of federal, state, and local 

mandates, is required to fulfill provisions of the Clean Air and Water Acts, 

provide a minimum standard of living to workers, engage in recycling, carry an 

expensive insurance policy against product liability, ferret out illegal aliens, 

provide a costly package of medical benefits to employees that may have to 

include acupuncture, wigs, pastoral services and drug treatment, provide special 

accommodations to disabled employees and promote equal opportunity as 

determined by race, sex, and sexual activity. 

With whatever time leftover after satisfying government edicts, businessmen are also 
supposed to run a business. (Box 1485, Shawnee, OK 74801 ) 

What a Bargain! 

The Fall issue of Government Waste-Watch provides a cost breakdown for the operation 
of Congress: 

* "How much does Congress cost? $2.8 billion per year." 

¢ "When was the last time Congress took a pay cut? During the depression years of 
1933-35." 

* "How much does the Franking privilege cost? Congress spends between $80 million 
and $90 million annually for free mailings." 

¢ "How much garbage does Congress produce? Congress generates approximately 20 tons 
of trash each day, primarily paper, or roughly three pounds per employee -- twice the national 
average." 

Who says Congress doesn't work hard? It takes real effort to spend the taxpayers' money. 
Leadership is a lonely and thankless vocation. (Citizens Against Government Waste, 1301 
Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 400, Washington, DC 20036) 

Culture War 

The September issue of the Christian newsletter Awake and Alert lists seven recent court 
decisions which indicate that our nation is in a culture war: 

1. A reaffirmation of a complete 100% ban on prayer in public schools, including 

graduation ceremonies. 

2. The reaffirmation of Roe vs. Wade on abortion. 

3. A law ordering a Denver teacher to remove a Bible from the top of his 
desk. 

4. A law prohibiting a Christian service from being celebrated in a public 
park. 
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5. A law prohibiting a university professor from discussing his religious 
beliefs in class. 

6. A law prohibiting two towns from the use of official seals that include 
minute reproductions of the Cross. 

7. A law prohibiting a North Carolina judge from opening his daily 

courtroom proceedings with prayer for God's Providence. 

As government gets bigger, it inevitably tries to make God smaller. (1941 Bishop Lane, 
Louisville, KY 40218) 

Rap and Raunch 

The Fall issue of The Public Interest contains an essay by Michael Medved on raunchy 
rap music. Medved quotes the explicit and degenerate lyrics, meticulously counting the hundreds 
of references to sexual, deviate, scatological, and sadistic acts found in the "artistic" works of 2 
Live Crew, Geto Boys, and N.W.A. 

This is not a racial issue, as any black pastor will point out. This is the heart of darkness. 
And the powerful recording corporations like Time Warnet are in part responsible. 

Says Medved: "There are some activities so loathsome, so destructive, that no decent 
entrepreneur should undertake them, even if he might make money in the process." (1112 16th 
Street NW, Suite 530, Washington, DC 20036, $21) 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC 


Evolution as Religion 

Darwin on Trial, by Phillip E. Johnson, Washington, DC: Regnery Gateway, 1991, 195 
pages, hardcover, $19.95. 

When English naturalist Charles Darwin began his voyages aboard HMS Beagle in 1831, 
as later recounted in his letters, "I did not then in the least doubt the strict and literal truth of 
every word in the Bible," saying further that he was often laughed at "for quoting the Bible as an 
unanswerable authority on some point of morality." That was obviously before he came forward 
with his earth-shaking work on evolution in 1859, the complete title of which is The Origin of 
Species by Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle 
for Life. Whereas Darwin would have once considered it a heresy to view species of life as 
anything but fixed categories, the famous theory he later espoused has become so entrenched by 
the popular scientific establishment that it is heretical even to challenge the theory of evolution 
as anything but fact. 

Berkeley law professor Phillip Johnson does not hesitate to confront this conventional 
wisdom. A onetime law clerk for Supreme Court Justice Earl Warren and a graduate of Harvard 
and the University of Chicago, Johnson would seem on the surface an unlikely candidate for 
disputing what has become revealed, secular, self-evident truth, but he does so in an admirably 
dispassionate way, asking that the same rules of evidence be employed for the theory of the 
Darwinists that scientists demand for other postulates. In so doing, he pokes holes in the 
accepted canons big enough for several Galapagos tortoises. 

Darwinists in the Dock 

In Darwin on Trial, Johnson has not prepared a brief for "creation science." But the 
professor does note his own predilections, calling himself a "philosophical theist and a Christian" 
and explaining also, "I believe that a God exists who could create out of nothing if He wanted to 
do so, but who might have chosen to work through a natural evolutionary process instead." 
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No religious tract, this book does not so much try Darwin himself as it puts in the dock 
the Darwinists who prefer that the case be closed. Johnson notes that the professional scientific 
community has so structured the rules about evolution that it becomes impossible to question it. 
While pretending to differentiate between science and religion, evolutionary scientists proclaim 
such anti-theistic conclusions as that the universe is obviously not designed and has no purpose. 
They also evangelize in the narrowminded way they like to characterize their fundamentalist 
opponents. Oxford zoologist Richard Dawkins is a case in point: "It is absolutely safe to say that, 
if you meet somebody who claims not to believe in evolution, that person is ignorant, stupid or 
insane (or wicked, but I'd rather not consider that)." This is an objective scientist? 

Darwin's Origin of Species of course had its critics. Today most paleontologists keep 
quiet about the dramatic conflicts their science has with the widely accepted theory. (Even 
calling it a theory is verboten: As Julian Huxley put it in 1959: "The first point to make about 
Darwin's theory is that it is no long a theory but a fact .... We are no longer having to bother 
about establishing the fact of evolution.") But the dissatisfaction with Darwin's theory, explains 
Johnson, "could hardly be attributed to religious prejudice when the skeptics included the leading 
paleontologists and geologists of the day." 

Fossils Don't Show Transition 

Contrary to what is often taught, the fossil record does not prove the existence of 
transitional forms of life consistent with Darwinism. Stephen Jay Gould, who has written widely 
in this area, has referred to this as "the trade secret of paleontology." Indeed, to account for the 
absence of evolution in the fossil record, Gould and Niles Eldredge developed what they called a 
new theory -- "punctuated equilibrium," Niles Eldredge himself admitted: "We paleontologists 
have said that the history of life supports [the story of gradual adaptive change], all the while 
really knowing that it does not." When new generations of paleontologists tried to document 
evolution, said Eldredge, their efforts usually went unrewarded, 

Gould and Eldredge say that their compromise is supportive of Darwinism. But as author 
Johnson remarks, "Punctuated equilibrium accomplishes this feat of statesmanship by making 
the process of change inherently invisible. You can imagine those peripheral isolates changing as 
much and as fast as you like, because no one will ever see them," Others see the same evidence 
confirming the opposite: The Guardian Weekly, in discussing Dr. Eldredge's model, put it this 
way in 1978: "In the last decade, however, geologists have found rock layers of all divisions of 
the last 500 million years and no transitional forms were contained in them." 

Whatever Fits the Theory 

Evolution may offer theories. But can the theories be established empirically or tested for 
confirmation or non-confirmation? Author Johnson says that the story of the descent of man 
from apes is "the secular equivalent of the story of Adam and Eve" and not a scientific 
hypothesis. How are, say, fossil ancestors identified? Gareth Nelson of the American Museum of 
Natural History is quoted bluntly: "'We've got to have some ancestors. We'll pick these.’ Why? 
"Because we know they have to be there, and these are the best candidates.' That's by and large 
the way it has worked. I am not exaggerating." 

Much as the fictional queen who demanded a verdict before a trial, a preponderance of 
Darwinists seem to have assumed the theory, then chosen the facts to fit. Scientists may 
rightfully be suspicious of "creationists" who can be suspected of bias, but should not the layman 
be equally skeptical of "proof" offered by an anthropologist whose entire professional life hinges 
on convincing others that his theory is indisputable? 

There are even intriguing suspicions -- expressed by some prominent evolutionists -- 
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that Jesuit philosopher and paleontologist Teilhard de Chardin was culpably involved in the 
long-standing Piltdown Man hoax. Johnson recounts the story briefly about the "remains" of a 
supposed ancestor of homo sapiens found under Piltdown Commons in Sussex during 
1908-1915, and not exposed as a hoax until 1953: 

The pressure to find confirmation [of a missing link] was so great that it led to one 

spectacular fraud, Piltdown Man -- which British Museum officials zealously 

protected from unfriendly inspection, allowing it to perform forty years of useful 

service in molding public opinion. 

Influential British scientist Solly (now Lord) Zuckerman is an evolutionist and primate 
expert who has not been afraid to call much fossil evidence bilge. In his extensive "Research 
Notes" in Darwin on Trial, Johnson quotes Zuckerman from a 1990 review in The New York 
Review of Books. Speaking of the Piltdown forgery, Zuckerman pointed out that anthropologists 
had fooled themselves into believing they could "diagnose with the unaided eye what they 
imagined were hominid characters in bones and teeth." Concluded Zuckerman, "The trouble is 
that they still do. Once committed to what their or someone else's eyes have told them, 
everything else has to accord with the diagnosis." 

Origin of Life 

If a Creator is to be disavowed, one needs to come up with some way to explain the 
beginnings of life. Johnson has some fun here, citing the possibility that complex entities could 
be spontaneously assembled even given billions of years. Using a famous metaphor by British 
astronomer Fred Hoyle, the author observes that the chance that a living organism would emerge 
from a "prebiotic soup" is about as likely "as a tornado sweeping through a junkyard might 
assemble a Boeing 747 from the materials therein." Chance assembly, Johnson elucidates, is the 
way a naturalist says "miracle." 

Indeed, Nobel Prize biochemist Francis Crick stated in his book Life Itself: "An honest 
man, armed with all the knowledge available to us now, could only state that in some sense, the 
origin of life appears at the moment to be almost a miracle, so many of the conditions which 
would have had to have been satisfied to get it going." So what has scientist Crick come up with 
as a possible explanation? He advances a theory, which has also been raised as a possibility by 
the aforementioned astronomer Fred Hoyle and his colleague Chandra Wickramasinghe -- that of 
"directed panspermia" from an extraterrestrial civilization. 

This passes for science, while those who believe in a Creator are mocked. George 
Gaylord Simpson, a leading paleontologist and Darwinist (whose work essentially admits that 
fossils provide none of the transitional forms demanded by the theory of evolution) is emphatic: 
"Man is the result of a purposeless and natural process that did not have him in mind." And since 
"science" is true, anything that is not scientific -- especially if it can be dubbed religious 
superstition -- must be false. 

Darwinists prefer that no doubt be expressed about their beliefs. One example cited by 
the author was a sign placed in the British Museum of Natural History in 1981 at an exhibition 
which deigned to speak of "one possible explanation" for different kinds of life. "One idea," said 
the offending sign, "is that all the living things we see today have evolved from a distant ancestor 
by a process of gradual change." The possibility that there could be any other explanation caused 
an uproar and forced the sign to be replaced with one that said, in part, "When we compare 
ourselves with our fossil relatives, we find evidence that man has evolved." That, according to a 
museum spokesman, actually was less dogmatic than a previous handbook which simply stated 
that evolution is a fact and natural selection is its mechanism. 
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Their Own Religion 

Johnson gives ample documentation that Darwinists have gone well beyond empirical 
science and have established their own theology. At the centennial celebration of Charles 
Darwin's Origin in Chicago in 1959, Julian Huxley crowed: "In the evolutionary pattern of 
thought there is no longer either need or room for the supernatural. The earth was not created, it 
evolved. So did all the animals and plants that inhabit it, including our human selves, mind and 
soul as well as body and brain. So did religion .... Finally, the evolutionary vision is enabling us 
to discern, however incompletely, the lineaments of the new religion that we can be sure will 
arise to serve the needs of the coming era." 

In Darwin on Trial, Phillip Johnson doesn't prove Darwinism toe wrong. That was not 
his mission. He does show -- using biology, logic, and a ranging knowledge of the shaky 
foundations of this systematic orthodoxy -- that the cheerleaders for Darwinism don't want us to 
examine all the evidence the same way true scientists would demand of any other theory. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


THE LAW 


Legislating Accommodations 

Title HI of the Americans with Disabilities Act, effective January 26, 1992, prohibits 
discrimination against any individual "on the basis of disability in the full and equal enjoyment 
of the goods, services, facilities, privileges, advantages, or accommodations of any place of 
public accommodation." A "place of public accommodation" includes privately owned entities 
such as hotels, restaurants, stores, shopping malls, recreational facilities, schools, and the offices 
of doctors, lawyers, and other professionals. Private clubs and religious organizations are exempt 
from the ADA's public accommodations requirements. 

The ADA prohibits "eligibility criteria that ... tend to screen out" disabled individuals 
"from fully and equally enjoying" the accommodations unless those criteria are necessary to 
provide the offered goods or services. 

Defining the Law 

Appendix M of the ADA handbook, published by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) and the U.S. Department of Justice, provides some answers on the meaning 
of the statute and its regulations: "The ADA expressly provides that a public accommodation 
may exclude an individual, if that individual poses a direct threat to the health or safety of others 
that cannot be mitigated by appropriate modifications in ... policies or procedures, or by the 
provision of auxiliary aids." 

However, a public accommodation may be required to provide for disabled patrons 
auxiliary services and devices "such as qualified interpreters, assistive listening devices, 
notetakers, and written materials for individuals with hearing impairments; and qualified readers, 
taped texts, and brailled or large print materials for individuals with vision impairments." The 
ADA "does not require the provision of any auxiliary aid that would result in an undue burden or 
in a fundamental alteration in the nature of the goods or services provided by a public 
accommodation." It would not, for example, require a physician who treats only burn patients to 
modify his practice to accept a deaf person who comes to him for treatment of a broken leg. 
Restaurants and stores will not be required to have brailled menus and price tags if employees 
are available to provide the information to blind patrons on request. Also, a bookstore will not be 
required "to maintain a sign language interpreter on its staff" if employees communicate with 
deaf patrons "by pen and notepad when necessary." 
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Removing Barriers 

"Barrier removal requirements" that may be required by the ADA "include the simple 
ramping of a few steps, the installation of grab bars where only routine reinforcement of the wall 
is required, the lowering of telephones, and similar modest adjustments .... [R]estaurants may 
need to rearrange tables and department stores may need to adjust their layout of racks and 
shelves in order to permit wheelchair access .... Businesses are not required to retrofit their 
facilities unless such installation is readily achievable." When barrier removal is not readily 
achievable, alternatives may be required, such as "in-store assistance for removing articles from 
high shelves, home delivery of groceries, or coming to the door to receive or return dry 
cleaning." 

"The ADA requires that all new construction of places of public accommodation, as well 
as of ‘commercial facilities' such as office buildings, be accessible. Elevators are generally not 
required in facilities under three stories or with fewer than 3,000 square feet per floor, unless the 
building is a shopping center, mall, or professional office of a health care provider." If an 
existing facility is altered, the alterations must be made in a manner accessible to the disabled to 
the maximum extent feasible. "When alterations are made to a primary function area, such as the 
lobby of a bank or the dining area of a cafeteria, an accessible path of travel to the altered area 
must also be provided. The bathrooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving that area must 
also be made accessible," to the extent that the costs are not disproportionate. The attorney 
general has power, after notice and hearing, to certify that state or local building codes satisfy the 
requirements of the ADA. 

Open-Ended Rules 

As with its employment provisions, the public accommodations mandates of the ADA are 
sufficiently open-ended that they will be likely to go far to relieve the depressed condition of the 
lawyering industry. A disabled individual, for example, may sue a business based on his 
reasonable belief that discrimination "is about to occur. This provision allows a person who uses 
a wheelchair to challenge the planned construction of a new place of public accommodation ... 
that would not be accessible to wheelchair users." Also, "Private individuals may bring lawsuits 
in which they can obtain court orders to stop discrimination. Individuals may also file complaints 
with the Attorney General, who is authorized to bring lawsuits in cases of general public 
importance or where a 'pattern or practice’ of discrimination is alleged. In these cases, the 
Attorney General may seek monetary damages and civil penalties. Civil penalties may not 
exceed $50,000 for a first violation or $100,000 for any subsequent violation." 

The Americans With Disabilities Act provides different enforcement mechanisms for 
employment and accommodation provisions. With respect to employment, the EEOC is charged 
with the enforcement of the ADA, with remedies including hiring, reinstatement, back pay, and 
court orders to stop discrimination. The Civil Rights Act of 1991, however, allows additional 
enforcement of the ADA by civil suits for compensatory and limited punitive damages, with the 
option of a jury trial in cases involving allegations of intentional wrongs. "In any action or 
administrative proceeding [under the ADA], the court or agency, in its discretion, may allow the 
prevailing party, other than the United States, a reasonable attorney's fee, including litigation 
expenses, and costs." 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


ECONOMICS Safety Net 


or Debt Trap? 
AS we write just before the elections, George Bush continues to portray himself as the 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


alternative to big spending, high taxing Democrats. But in light of the fact that he presided over 
the longest (but not the deepest) recession since the '30s, he has been unable to excite voters with 
his message. Perhaps this is because Mr. Bush has been a more aggressive social spender than 
any other U.S. President in the postwar period. 

Economic fundamentals meanwhile are showing some modest improvement. The private 
sector (households and corporations) has been paying down debt levels and refinancing at lower 
interest rates. Normally, a reduction in the level of debt -- and a reduction in the cost of carrying 
remaining debt -- are positive developments. The economy has to go through a process of 
rebuilding balance sheets and credit worthiness before a new credit expansion phase can begin. 

The bad news is that the improvement in the total amount of private debt is very slight 
and is being more than offset by the growth in government debt. Government has borrowed more 
than one dollar for every dollar paid down in private sector debt. The ratio of public debt to 
private debt (see the chart) illustrates the trend. In addition, savings rates remain very low, and 
many studies show that the loss in interest income by those on fixed incomes has more than 
offset the benefit of lower interest costs. 

As the economy slows, the debt-ridden government must borrow ever more to fund its 
massive social safety net. The result is huge public sector borrowing that dwarfs the payment of 
debt in the private sector. Thus, the overall debt and interest rate burden for the economy 
continues to rise ominously. All the government credit guarantees insure that more and more of 
the bad credit risks migrate from the private sector to the public sector. This automatic 
government assumption of credit risk stifles and delays the natural free market liquidation 
process and concentrates the risk within the government itself. When normal corrective channels 
are blocked, bad risks put pressure on the financial markets. If continued long enough, these 
dislocations imperil the credit worthiness of the government itself. 

The losses from financial institutions, farm credit agencies, student loans, and pensions 
guarantees have been tremendous. These losses require more government borrowing and hence 
must be paid by someone eventually. The so-called "social safety net" acts as a transfer 
mechanism passing the credit time bomb on to future generations. 

Ironically, this great social safety net, the purported stabilizer of the free market 
economy, has become the major economic and political de-stabilizer of our time. For example: 
Recent data shows that government borrowing is consuming nearly 100 percent of the net 
savings of households and perhaps 85 percent of total savings of the economy. How can the 
economy be "stabilized" if enterprise cannot find capital, the currency is depreciated, and the 
nation faces bankruptcy? 

Besides the liberal assertion that the free market needs big interventionist government to 
"stabilize" the economy, the other major argument put forth for intervention has been that results 
of freely acting individuals are" unfair" -- that is, the outcomes don't conform to the liberal's 
preconceived notions of human nature. Never mind that the "welfare state" -- taking from some 
to give to others -- is anything but "fair." Never mind that passing on the bills for today's 
profligate spending to the next generation is about as "unfair" as you can get. 

Once the social safety net gets expensive enough, it be gins to have unintended perverse 
effects. With little increase in private sector savings, increased government borrowing tends to 
raise interest rates, depressing the economy even as the govern ment tries to stimulate it. In the 
absence of savings and capital formation, the result is even more borrowing and likely higher 
taxation. Instead of providing stimulation, government actions produce a huge regulatory and 
capital-consuming drag on the economy. Instead of stability, the financial markets roil in 
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unprecedented volatility. 

The social safety net and its attendant entitlements and loan guarantees have so 
thoroughly entangled the government that its range of policy options to deal with the recession is 
now severely restricted. Just about any action taken by government to stop the recession will 
likely have adverse consequences in the financial markets, regardless of who is elected President 
or the extent of turn over in the next Congress. 

The next administration will be forced to the realization that big government planners in 
Europe recently faced during the European currency crisis: namely, that markets are bigger than 
governments and that the debt burden on a society cannot be reduced until personal 
responsibility replaces safety nets. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ CBS Promotes Homosexuality. CBS-TV has become the first major television network to 
advertise in The Advocate, the national homosexual monthly magazine. The new advertisement, 
which promotes the late night comedy series The Kids in the Hall, is "not a political statement" 
assures George Schweitzer, senior vice president for CBS marketing and communications. "it's 
an advertising strategy." 

The entry of CBS and other huge corporations such as Hiram Walker, Philip Morris, 
Seagrams, and Time-Warner into the homosexual market was viewed as significant enough to 
merit mention in a September 23rd New York Times business page story. 

¢ Milking the Issue. Dr. Benjamin Spock, the once popular baby doctor whose teachings 
produced a generation of spoiled-rotten baby-boomers, has a new cause: taking milk away from 
infants. Spock and members of the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine argue that 
milk is not particularly healthy either for children or adults. One of Spock's fellow anti-milk 
crusaders, Dr. Frank Oski, author of the 1977 book Don't Drink Your Milk, announced: "There's 
no reason to drink cow's milk at any time in your life .... We should stop drinking it today, this 
afternoon." Was this declaration the result of some new scientific nutritional finding? Hardly. 
Grog Miller of the National Dairy Council explained: "This organization, as we understand it, is 
basically comprised of people who are strict vegetarians." 

¢ Postal Rate Hike Looming. Whenever postal commissioners talk about cutting services, 
they are usually gearing up for a postal rate hike request. Facing a projected $2 billion deficit in 
fiscal 1993, U.S. Postmaster General Marvin Runyon floated the possibility on October 15th that 
residential mail delivery service could be cut from six days a week to four in order to save 
money. The same day, John Crutcher, one of five postal rate commissioners, wrote an op-ed 
piece for the Washington Times praising Runyon for his efforts to hold down rates, claiming that 
with some "judicious borrowing" they may be able to forestall a rate increase until 1996. 
Regardless of whether the postal service increases the rates now or in 1996, private parcel 
services are still cheaper and faster than their government-managed competition. 

¢ Trouble in Paradise. The University of Massachusetts at Amherst is one of America's most 
"progressive" and "multicultural" universities. Graduation requirements include at least two 
courses on multiculturalism. The campus contains seven "multicultural centers" for various 
ethnic groups, and there are dozens of campus organizations whose support is based upon 
various minority ethnic group identities. 

One might think that the university is something of a promised land of tolerance for 
liberals. But the reality is that the campus more closely resembles war-torn Yugoslavia than a 
multicultural paradise. Recently the guest of a white student attacked a black residence assistant 
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who was trying to break up an illegal drinking party at one of the university dormitories. Instead 
of seeking out and dealing personally with the individual responsible for the malicious assault -- 
which included blatantly racist remarks -- the various campus multicultural groups whipped up a 
series of demonstrations that bordered on riots. 

Now racial animosity on the campus is at a boiling point, and some students are warning 
that "Amherst is going to blow." Federal mediators have even been called in. The solution 
announced by University Chancellor Richard D. O'Brien is more multicultural indoctrination, 
including $100,000 more in setasides for multicultural events, $250,000 for the minority training 
program Upward Bound, and revised freshman orientation programs. 

¢ Bizarre Lawyer. Radical left attorney William Kunstler is now legally "bizarre." At least 
that is what a federal Court of Appeals said in a September 30th decision overturning the 
sentence of convicted Soviet spy Sergeant Clayton Lonetree, one of Kunstler's former clients. 
The court said that Kunstler, who has made a career of defending spies and terrorists, offered the 
defendant "bizarre and untenable advice ... and [induced] him away from a plea bargain assuring 
him leniency in the face of overwhelming evidence of his guilt." 

The former Marine Corps guard at the U,S. embassy in Moscow fired Kunstler after 
Lonetree's 1987 conviction, which brought a 25-year sentence in Leavenworth. Lonetree's new 
attorney argued that even though the Marine sergeant confessed to the espionage charges before 
the trial, Kunstler and his partner had given him "assurances that he was not ‘legally guilty’ and 
that he would prevail at trial," and tried "to convince Lonetree that the government's case was 
racially motivated." 

¢ Life Among Friends. Communist Louis Carrion Cruz is reportedly the Nicaraguan 
Sandinista official responsible for the communist genocidal policy against Nicaragua's Miskito 
Indians between 1982 and 1988. The human rights group Puebla Institute calls Carrion a "human 
rights abuser of the first order," and the U.S. State Department alleges he personally authorized 
the executions of political prisoners. 

Carrion is also one of the most recently accepted graduate students at Harvard's Kennedy 
School of Government. Despite ruffling the feathers of such liberal human rights organizations 
as Freedom House, Carrion's socialist philosophy should fit right in at the university which 
employed John Kenneth Galbraith for so many years. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Cashing in on 
Columbus 

Columbus: The Discovery, starring Marion Brando, Tom Selleck, George Corraface, and 
Rachel Ward; directed by John Glen. 

1492: Conquest of Paradise, starring Gerard Depardieu, Sigourney Weaver, and Armand 
Assante; directed by Ridley Scott. 

It is a tribute to the residual good taste of the American public that two recent films about 
Christopher Columbus were greeted with resounding indifference. Columbus: The Discovery 
was released by Warner Brothers in September and sank faster than a scuttled caravel. 1492: 
Conquest of Paradise, released by Paramount, enjoyed better pre-release publicity, but it also 
didn't make it far out of port. It is tempting to believe that the relentless execration of Columbus 
by multiculturalists ruined the box office prospects for these films, but a simpler explanation will 
do: These were two profoundly awful films. 

Action Hero 
One's reaction to Columbus: The Discovery (which will doubtless be available soon on 
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video) will depend heavily upon his opinion of partial nudity. Conceivably the movie's producers 
justified the exploitative footage of halfnaked Caribbean women in the name of historical 
verisimilitude. But the historical liberties taken elsewhere in the film make such an excuse 
hopelessly implausible. 

It should be said that the violence done to history by Columbus: The Discovery is not 
what the concerned viewer may expect. The basic elements of the familiar story are handled with 
minimal alteration; this could be a result of the involvement in the film of the Spanish 
government's Quincentennial Commission. Thus, Columbus is not presented as a rapacious 
protofascist, and the Caribbean Indians are not given credit for the first draft of the U.S. 
Constitution. But a movie, like any other artistic effort, must be commended not on the basis of 
what it is not, but rather as a measure of what it offers -- and this movie offers precious little that 
cannot be found elsewhere, in greater quantity and at a much higher quality. 

The Discovery is a film with a troubled history. Producers Alexander and Illya Salkind, 
who were responsible for the successful Superman series, had originally hired British director 
Ridley Scott (whose credits include Alien and Blade Runner and whose debits include the 
feminist agitprop film Thelma and Louise) and had cast Timothy Dalton -- the reigning James 
Bond -- in the title role. Financial problems led to the replacement of Dalton by unknown French 
actor George Corraface. Scott also abandoned the project and was replaced by John Glen, who 
has directed every James Bond film since For Your Eyes Only in 1981. The completed film was 
not available for advance screening by critics. Such an omission is a reliable indication that a 
film has serious problems, and The Discovery was no exception. 

The film's pedigree almost guaranteed that Columbus would become a contemporary 
action hero rather than a reasonably well-developed historical figure. Whether engaging in 
sword-play with a Moorish bandit or wooing Queen Isabella, this film's Columbus displays the 
insouciance of James Bond and the depth of a comic book caricature. 

By any measure, this is a "concept" film, meaning one which seeks to overcome creative 
poverty with high-caliber casting. The departure of a bankable leading man left a formidable 
vacancy on the marquee. This led to the inventive casting of Marion Brando as Torquemada and 
Tom Selleck as King Ferdinand. Brando was given top billing in the credits and "creative input" 
into the development of the screenplay. Brando styles himself an activist on behalf of "Native 
Americans"; it was his desire that Columbus be depicted as a genocidal marauder. Prior to the 
film's release Brando publicly condemned it for political incorrectness -- thus displaying a 
dictatorial disposition that would have put Torquemada to shame. 

1960's Dreamer 

Where Corraface's Columbus is a glib, cocky action hero, Depardieu's version is an 
overweight neurotic. 1492 does not depict the Admiral as a despotic racist; he is portrayed as a 
premature humanist. Instead of pummeling Columbus, director Ridley Scott aims his hostility at 
15th-century Spain. The "crawl" at the beginning of the movie describes Spain as "a country 
gripped by fear and superstition," ruled by "an inquisition that persecuted men for daring to 
dream." Columbus is repeatedly referred to as a "dreamer," and Depardieu obliges by turning in 
a somnambulistic performance. 

The re-casting of Columbus as a misplaced, 1960s-style dreamer was probably intended 
as a tribute. Scott's depiction of Spain borrows the clichés of the "Black Legend" tradition. Early 
in the film the audience is treated to an auto-da-fé at which several "heretics" are burned in the 
public square. Later, a monk warns Columbus that his ambitions may provoke the punishment of 
the Inquisition; Columbus incredulously asks, "They will punish me for telling the truth?" His 
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friend replies, "They are burning people for less!" 

Columbus then is a "freethinker" and an iconoclast, rather than the invincibly religious 
individual revealed through his own writings. There is no depth or resonance to Depardieu's 
Columbus. When his crew threatens mutiny shortly before reaching the New World, Depardieu's 
Columbus seeks to inspire them with a pep talk that begins, "I don't know if it is God's will that 
we cross this ocean." The historical Columbus, whatever his failings, had very few doubts about 
the providential nature of his efforts. 

Both The Discovery and 1492 insinuate a submerged erotic relationship between 
Columbus and Isabella. In the former, Isabella sighs to Columbus, "You have a way with 
women," to which Columbus replies, "I'm Genoese." In the latter film Columbus, apparently 
taken with Isabella, forgets himself and refers to her as a "woman" rather than a monarch; when 
Isabella, amused, points this out, Columbus is made to say, "Forgive me -- you're the only Queen 
I know." So we are presented with a leering Columbus and a coquettish Isabella: Whom the 
secular gods would destroy they first make banal. 

Before Hollywood became a wholly owned subsidiary of the secular humanist cultural 
elite, it provided work for creative people who produced genuinely entertaining historical films. 
It is difficult to understand how a studio could make less interesting use of the raw material of 
history than was made of Columbus' voyages in these two films. But to make a film faithful to 
the historical Columbus would require an understanding of the values that inspired his efforts -- 
faith in God, intellectual curiosity, and an irrepressible appetite for exploration. Hollywood is 
inhabited by an artistic caste to whom God is anathema, the intellect a slave to concupiscence, 
and whose curiosity is devoted entirely to the latest fads in self-absorption. It is not difficult to 
see why Hollywood finds Columbus impossible to understand. 


--WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 
PUBLISHER'S PAGE Anita Hill's 
“Heroics" 
John F. McManus 


A full year after Professor Anita Hill aimed sensational charges of sexual harassment 
against Judge Clarence Thomas, she continues to be lionized by the media while, in many 
circles, the mere mention of Thomas' name evokes anger and hatred. 

Continuing to portray herself as the innocent victim of a sleazy boss whose conduct 
toward her was disgusting, Hill has traveled the nation to deliver speeches and to receive the 
plaudits of those who claim to be defenders of women in the workplace. In many cases, Hill's 
partisans seem far more upset about a conservative taking his place on the Supreme Court. 

Lawyers Know Better 

Anita Hill, a law professor at the University of Oklahoma, speaks mainly before groups 
of lawyers. On October 16th, she went back to the nation's capital where she had shocked the 
nation last year with her lurid testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee. Speaking to 400 
lawyers at the Georgetown University Law Center, she aimed her guns at the senators who heard 
her accusations a year ago but who approved the Thomas nomination anyway. 

"Not only did the Senate fail to understand or to recognize me because of my lack of 
attachment to certain institutions, like marriage or patronage, they failed to relate to my race, my 
race and gender combined, and in combination with my education, my career choice and my 
demeanor," she told her audience. In other words, the senators believed Thomas and not her 
because she was black, unmarried, a professional woman, and unescorted to the hearings by 
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some powerfully connected person. 

The New York Times said Hill received a standing ovation. Which means that the 400 
lawyers present continue to accept her accusations against Thomas as fact. Whatever happened 
to the old standby about a person being innocent until proven guilty? 

Every lawyer in that room knows from legal training that Anita Hill proved nothing when 
she sought to savage the reputation of Clarence Thomas. Her charges dealt with their 
relationship (boss to employee) 10 years earlier, were completely without any corroborating 
testimony, and existed in the total absence of any evidence -- or even any charges -- of similar 
behavior over his career. If Thomas were indeed guilty of the behavior she charged him with, 
there would have been a trail of similar behavior wherever he had been employed. 

Had Hill's testimony been given in a court of law, it would have -- certainly should have 
-- been treated as unsubstantiated vindictiveness. Lawyers know that she might easily have been 
charged with defamation of character by Thomas. Had they cared to do so, the legal practitioners 
could have turned to psychiatric experts for a possible explanation of what was transpiring. 

Dr. Melvin Anchell, a 40-year veteran psychoanalyst who has spent a lifetime supplying 
expert testimony in court cases involving human sexuality, suggests that Hill suffers from a 
disorder known as pseudology. In an interview published in THE NEW AMERICAN magazine, 
he described pseudology as "pathological lying in speech or in writing where the lies consist of 
... sensual exploits or experiences that are completely false but which the patient believes are 
true." 

The legal profession in America is top-heavy with partisans for liberal causes. Many see 
the rise of sexual harassment charges as a boon to their legal practices. Others are delighted to 
see the sharp increase in the number of women political candidates, most of whom are strident 
liberals. But few if any defend Judge Thomas, a man charged without any proof whatsoever. In 
the total absence of any such proof, a lawyer who cheers for Hill and sneers at Thomas ought to 
be shunned. 

Occasional Sanity 

While Hill was receiving the cheers of the Georgetown group, Ms. Ricky Silberman was 
defending Judge Thomas at another Washington gathering. The vice chairman of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission ten years ago when both Thomas and Hill were employed 
there and when the sexual harassment described by Hill allegedly took place, Silberman 
declared, "In the year since Clarence Thomas won his case before the American people, the 
losers have rewritten history because they own the pens." 

Insisting that Hill's charges were unbelievable to anyone who knew Thomas, she added: 
"In the press, at the American Bar Association, even in Hollywood sitcoms, they canonized Hill 
and demonized Thomas." Accurately terming the incident "an unsubstantiated charge of sexual 
harassment," she noted that it had "launched the mother of all gender wars." 

The war she alluded to had its effect in numerous political races this year. At a time when 
liberals continue to insist that Americans should not allow our nation to be divided along racial, 
religious, and ethnic lines, most delight in the growing division over gender. The "mother of all 
gender wars" has also spawned a sharp increase in the number of sexual harassment charges filed 
with government agencies. While some are based on provable cause, the sympathy generated 
about sexual impropriety in the workplace has encouraged some women to level the charge 
against bosses or fellow employees whom they merely dislike. 

One year after Anita Hill's performance before the Senate committee and the American 
people, she has still not provided any evidence that her charges are based on fact. She should be 
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ignored, not treated like a hero. 
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